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. INTRODUCTION 


In presenting this overture and a bricf summary of some of the 
evidence of modernism in our Board of Foreign Missions, I do so not be- 
cause I want to - I had hoped that someone else in the Presbytery would 
handle it - but as a servant of Jesus Christ, I have to! I wish that I 
did not know these facts. None of the evidence here is contained in 
the brief of Dr. J. Gresham Machen presented to the Presbytery of New 
Brunswick in 193%, 


Overtures concerning the modernism in our Board of Foreign 
Missions have been presented to the General Assembly, and the Assembly 
has said that the Board is worthy of full confidence. Yet, facts re- 
main facts; evidence evidence. The Assembly cannot alter fact, or make 
error truth. Therefore, "if at first you don't succeed, try, try again." 


I present this overture not because of any personal considera- 
tions, indeed such would dictate otherwise. Many of the names of the 
present leaders of our Church {who favor the policies of our Board, 
Which I oppose) have been household words in my home from the time of 
my birth in a Presbyterian manse until the present. It is not the favor 
of men we must have, but the favor of Goa! 


My one hope, as we consider this today, is that we may all for- 
get personalities, and sentimentalities, and look at the facts. Facts 


speak for themselves! If what I present is fact, then let's face it as 
loyal servants of Christ. 


I present this overture because I love with all my heart the 
hundreds of missionaries who believe end proclaim tne Bible as God's Word, 
and I know that the present policies of the Board undermine their life's 
labor. I present this overture because it Will also center our attention 
on the cause of the present controversy in the Church. I present this 
Overture because I love my Lord Jesus Christ ana I believe there is only 
one possible way of salvation end that in His shed blood, 


Carl McIntire. 
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Be 
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EVIDENCE OF MODERNISM IN THE BOARD OF FOREIGN MISSIONS 
OF THE PRESBYTERIAN CITURCH IN THE U.S.A. 


Presented by the Rev. Carl McIntire to the Presbytery of West Jersey 
January 15, 1935 
in the First Presbyterian Church, Barrington, New Jersey, 
in support of an Overture to the General Assembly. 
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THE LITERATURE OF ‘THE BOARD OF FOREIGN MISSIONS 


"The Way of Discovery” by Winifred Kirkland, prepared as a series of five 
devotional talks for the Women's Bible Class of the Riverside Church, 
N. Y, (Dr. Harry Emerson Fosdick's church), and recommended in 1934 by 
our Board of Foreign Missions for devotional reading. 


Quotation - p. 19. "There has been only one human being 
brave enough to release within himself the full creative 
power of believing that God was his Father. But unless 
Jesus' method of making himself divine can be imitated, 
his achievement is a mockery rather than a challenge." 


This pamphlet is unitarianism. Here the deity of Christ and the super- 
naturalism of Christianity is denied. Elder William A. Chamberlin, 
representing the Presbytery at the 1934 General Assembly, appeared be- 
fore the Committee on Foreign Missions and heard Dr. Robert E. Speer 
defend this pamphlet. 


"Women and Missions" April 1934, published by the Woman's Committee of 
the Boards of Missions of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. The 
first article is, "Easter and the Women of Today," by Winifred Kirk-, 
land. Introduction to the article says, "Miss Kirkland...is well 
known to church women through her books and writings on religious topics." 


Quotation - p. 6 "What does the agony on Gethsemane reveal 
except that Jesus saw human existence so beautiful that he 
could not bear to leave it?® 


This is modernism. Cf. Matthew 26:38,359: "Then saith he unto them, My 
soul is exceeding sorrowful, even unto death: tarry ye here, and watch 
with me. And he went a little farther, and fell on his face, and pray- 
ed, saying, O my Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from me: 
nevertheless not as I will, but as thou wilt." Also 1 Cor. 15:3: ™... 
Christ died for our Sstnssie1 


"The Never Failing Light" by James Hall Franklin, recommended by the Board 


of Foreign Missions 1933 as a mission study book. 


Quotation - p. 10. "Truly the light was shining in dense 
spiritual darkncss when Jesus began teaching men of all 
races, of all religions and all classes to look up to the 
Unseen as their Father and to practice love and brother- 
hood as the sum total of his requirements of his children." 


The whole New Testament contradicts this statement. The Bible says in 
John 6:28,29: "VWhat shall we do, that we may work the works of God? 
Jesus ansvcered and said unto them, This is the work of God, that ye 
believe on him whom he hath sent." 
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Quotation - p. 37, "What was the cross to him? Naught 
but an incident in the life which he had already laid 
down for his kind." 


The cross was the pre-eminent thing in Christ's life. He said, "I cave... 
to give my life a ransom for many" - Matthew 20:28. Cf. John 6:53; 


Eph. 1:7. 


The Woman's Missionary Society of The Collingswood Presbyterian Church 
wrote Dr. Speer thus, "This book without question is so flagrantly 
modernistic and contrary to Scriptural facts that we cannot pass it by 
without a vigorous protest against its recommendation to us and others 
by the Board, and voicing to you our demand that you recall the Board's 
Sanction of this book, so subtle in its message.,.....We call upon you, 
Dr. Speer,...recall it from the Board's Book Stores, and thereby with- 
draw the Board's endorsement." Dr. Speer turned this letter over to 
Miss Gertrude Schultz for an unsatisfactory reply and nothing was done 
about the book. 


D. "The Ministry of Silence and Meditation" adapted from "Creative Prayer" 
by E. Herman, published in the name of the Board of Foreign Missions 
and recommended 1934 for devotional reading. 


Quotation - p. 34. "We need to wrestle with spiritual 
principles, to come to grips with the ‘hard sayings’ of 

the Gospels and the tremendous Pauline paradoxes. Whether 
our ultimate intellectual conclusions be orthodox or heter- 
odox matters comparatively little..." 


The entire Bible says that it makes the difference between heaven and 
hell as to what a man believes. Cf. John 3:56; 1 John 1:7; 2:22. 


How can a man who believes the Bible and the Constitution of the Pres- 
byterian Church in the U. S. A., and who loves Jesus Christ tolerate 
such literature when immortal souls and the Word of God are at stake? 


II. UNION AND COOPERATIVE WORK. 


A. University of Nanking, China. The Board of Foreign Missions cooperates 
with the University of Nanking, Minutes of G. A. 1934, p. 82. On the 
Board of Founders of Nanking University, according to 1931 catalogue, are 
officers Robert E, Speer, president, and James H. Franklin, vice-presi- 
dent (Author of "The Never Failing Light"), representing the Presbyterian 
Church in the U.S.A.; George T. Scott, secretary Foreign Department Board 


of Foreign Missions, and Eben B. Cobb, member of Board of Foreign Missions. 


Cleland B. McAfee at Synod of New Jersey 1934 called Nanking University 
"our university." 


What is taught in the Department of Religion 


1. Course 133, page 122, 1931 catalogue, "The Life and Teachings of Jesus." 
Textbook “ape of Nazareth" by George A. Barton. 
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Quotation - p. 390, "The nature of his resurrection is 
not so certain. Many doubtless think that they under- 
Stand it until they begin to study the subject. Was his 
body which was buried in the tomb actually reanimated? 
Were those chemical processes which begin in the tissues 
after the spirit has left the body actually reversed in 
his case? Or was it simply the spirit of Jesus which 
made itself manifest to the spirits of his disciples? 
These are questions which we wish that we might answer, 
but in the present state of our knowledge no convincing 
answer is possible." Cf. 1 Cor. 15:14, "If Christ be not 
risen then is our preaching vain and your faith is also 
yain. 


Quotation - p. 266. "It is quite unnecessary to suppose 
that Lazarus was really dead; that was only the belief of 
Palestinian peasants." Cf. John 11:14, "Then Jesus said 
unto them plainly, Lazarus is dead." John 11:25, "Jesus 
saith unto her, Thy brother shall rise again.” John ll: 
45,44, "...he cried with a loud voice, Lazarus, come forth; 
and he that was dead came forth." 


This book is a denial of historic and Biblical Christianity. It re- 
jects the supernatural. Our Board cooperates with and furthers such 
teaching! 
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Textbook "Modern Use of the Bible" by Harry Emerson Fosdick. 
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Excerpts from "The Deadly Parallel" 
A Comparison of Thomas Paine'’s “Age of Reason" with Warry E. Fosdick's 


"Modern Use of the Bible" by George H. Dowkontt, M. D. 


The Resurrection of Christ, p. 23 


PAINE FOSDICK 

"The story of the appearance of "We may not know what to 
Jesus Christ is told with thet make of narratives about his 
strange mixture of the natural and eating fish after his resur- 
impossible that distinguishes leg- rection, passing through 
endary tale from fact. He is re- closed doors, and offering 
presented as suddenly coming in his hands and feet to the 
and going out when the doors are inquiring Thomas." (p, 164) 
shut, and of vanishing out of sight "I do not believe in the 
and appearing again, as one would physical return of Jesus." 
conceive of an unsubstantial vision; (p. 104) 
then again he is hungry, sits dow "Have done with your the- 
to meat, and eats his supper." Ological Christ and give us 
(pp. 160,161) beck Jesus the ethical teach- 


er.” (p. 245) 
"The Deadly Parallel” compares the two books all the way through? 


Nov. 9, 1934 I wrote Dr. McAfee asking him to explain the coopera- 
tion of our Board with a university that taught such doctrines. In 
reply, which he requested that I not quote, he defended the policy 
of the Board. In my reply to him, Nov. £8, 1934, I asked, "Which 
is the most important, cooperation or truth?” ‘Truth can never be 
sacrificed for the mere sake of cooperation. Dr. McAfee later 
wrote me that one of our missionarics at Nonking University had 
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just written him saying that the head of the Department of Relig- 
ion had said that they were no longer using Dr. Fosdick's book. 

It is not the particular book that I object to, but the teachings 
contained in this book. The 1951 catalogue says that Dr. Fos- 
dick's book is in use and the Board is just now finding out that 
they are discontinuing that particular textbook. In reply to my 
request that he find out for us from Nanking why the book was 
withdrawn he wrote, Dec. 3, 1934, "I do not know why Dr. Fosdick's 
book was withdrawn at Nanking, but it might easily be because mis- 
sionaries did not find its teaching satisfactory at the points 
where they are most concerned. I would hardly expect you to be- 
lieve that because your tendency would be to think rather adverse- 
ly of the missionaries, but my experience with them is more favor- 
able than yours and I think they would want the book withdrawn." 
How does Dr. McAfee know that the missionaries wanted it with- 
drawn when he says, "I do not know why?" The department may have 
found a better substitute. Besides, is it not the concern of the 
Board what is taught in institutions in which it cooperates? It 
was not the missionaries which I asked him about, but the cooper- 
ation of the Board with Nanking University. It is to be regretted 
that he accuses me of thinking "adversely" of missionaries. See 
further about Nanking University in III. A. 


B. The National Christian Council of India. The Board of Foreign Missions 
cooperates with the National Christian Council of India. See Min. G.A. 
L954, Part2,) ps 85. 


In 1933 a pamphlet entitled, "The Jesus of History," by J. R. MacPhail, 
M.A., was published in the name of this Council. The anti-Christian 
character of the pamphlet may be judged by the following quotations. 


Quotation + p. 1. "The evangelists (writers of the Gos- 
pels) were not miraculously safeguarded from error as 
they wrote, any more than we are as we read. The Gospels 
in many points, some of them important, contradict one 
another." 


Quotation - p. 3. "“Kach age has to find afresh its own 
idea of Jesus, and the idea for this age still eludes us." 


Quotation - p. 12. "It is not much use, in the twentieth 
century and in India, to try to justify the dogmas of 
orthodox Christianity in their traditional shape...they 
were formulated in terms of a philosophy and a science 
Which have been long abandoned." 


It is to propaganda like this that money given to the glory of our Lord 
Jesus Christ is going. 


C.. Forman Christian College, India. The Board of Foreign Missions cooper- 
ates with the Forman Christian College, Min. G.A. 1934, Part 2, p. 84. 


The statistics given of this college in Laymen's Foreign Missions Inquiry, 
Regional Reports, "India-Burma," Vol. 1, Supplementary Series, Part One, 
Orville A. Petty, Editor, give us on p. 172 the astonishing information; 
There are 1,063 students, only 37 of whom are Christian. Of the native 
professors £8 are non-Christian; only 13 are Christian. The non-Christian 
teachers out-number the Christian 2 to l. 
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In an attractive folder published by the Board of Foreign Missions, 
"Does India Need Forman Christian College?" we read, "Many a Hindu and 
Mohammedan student of Forman Christian College goes out a nominal Hindu 
or Mohammedan." What else could be expected? "But his conscience has 
been made more sensitive. In his years in the college something has 
happened to him - Christ has captured at least part of his life. He 

is unwilling to surrender wholly to Him as yet. He feels that would 

be a violent break with his past (certainly would!) and the Indian is 
the most consorvative of humans by nature." This is polished paganism. 
To make such a statement is to do violence to the necessity of regener- 
ation. (What does conversion mean!) Yet our Board holds this up as 
one of the great activities of our mission work. 


Cf. John 3:3,7 - "Jesus answered and said unto him, Verily, verily, I 
say unto thee, Except a man be born again, he cannot see the kingdom of 
God...Marvel not that I said unto thee, Ye must be born again.” 


MISSIONARIES UNDER THE BOARD OF FOREIGN MISSIONS 


Several of the members of Presbytery have requested that I mention names 
of missionarics. They fail to see that I am opposed primarily to the 
Board of Foreign Missions itself, and not to the missionaries in particu- 
lar. Correct the Board and any modernist missionaries will be removed. 
However, in mentioning these names I want it clearly understood that I am 
not opposing the missionaries en masse of our Church. I do know of these 
modernists but I love the hundreds who are faithful to the Bible. It is 
because I love them, the Presbyterian Church, and our Lord Jesus Christ 
that I desire to see the Board which countenances such policies as I am 
enumerating corrected. These missionaries must be protected. No other 
foundation can be laid than the infallibility of the Bible for their work. 
For the Board to turn from this course is to betray the missionaries. Our 
Board must be brought back that the missionaries' hands may be held up, 
souls saved, and Christ glorified. For this reason I have presented this 
overture. 


Andrew T. Roy, missionary under our Board of Foreign Missions, Kiangan 
Mission, Nanking, China, Min. G.A. 1934, Part 2, p. 162. Date of 
sailing 1930. 


In Nanking Seminary Review, January 1934, among the notice of contri- 
butors we read, "Mr. Andrew T. Roy is a member of the Presbyterian 
Mission (North), Nanking, especially assigned to student work. He is 
teaching a course on "Religious Work with Students” at the seminary. 
The first article in the Review is "The Church and War" by Andrew T. 
Roy. He advocates the cxtreme pacifist position. In so doing he takes 
occasion to express his views on the atonement, and denies the atone- 
ment as taught in the Scriptures and the Standards of our Church. 


ae - p» 4 "The cross is not a sacrifice offered 
to God."....."The only point that causes great ; difference 
of opinion is the second, Why was it necessary that Christ 
should die if God was freely offering forgiveness, The 
theologians of fifty years ago would probably have said 
(and here I quote from a generally accepted statement of 
1872) ‘to satisfy Divine justice for the sin of man by the 
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substituted penal sufferings of the Son of Godé'™.,..cecdee 
"Tho older theory took this particular turn because of the 
idea that perfect justicc must punish sin." And again the 
writer says that Christ suffered "to the utmost that the 
evil one may turn and bo reconciled." 


These are the teachings which the students in Nanking Sominary are 
receiving from a missionary of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. 
Dr. Cleland B. McAfcc in his letter to me Dec. 3, 1934, which he 
does not ask me not to quote, says, "We cannot cooperate and dic- 
tate, but We can cooperate and contribute." Is this the contribu- 
tion our Board is making? God forbid! 


Rev. Robert F. Fitch, D.D., missionary under our Board of Foreign 
Missions, ¢ Central China Mission, Hangchow, China, Min. G.A. 1934, 
Part 2, pe. 154. Date of sailing 1898. 


"The Little Bible" (Bi-lingual) by Robert F. Fitch and Ernest Y.L. 


Yang. The Oxford University Press are the original publishers of 
"The Little Bible.” 


In the preface written and signed by Dr. Fitch we read: 


Quotation - p. IV, V. “In the Gospel of St. John 1:1 we 
have the words which I expand more fully, to bring out the 
original meaning, - ‘In the beginning was the Active Mind 
Principle (Logos or Tao), and this Mind Principle was in 
accord with the nature of God. God himself was this Active 
Mind Principle.' Because the mind is active and self- 
determining, and the functioning causation in all existence, 
the first chapter of Genesis, first verse, is quite in har- 
mony With ancient and modern thought." 


quotation - p. V. "Yo the Christian, the highest revelation 
of love in the Logos or Tao is in Chiat. He taught us that 
the Logos or Tao is in Christ. lhe taught us that the Logos, 
Tac, is not merely cold reason, it is an all consuming flame 
of love, that highest essence of the Tao which in conformity 
also with reason, will heal the sorrows of humanity, and a- 
lone bring Paradise to earth. This basic faith and concept 
is the foundation of individual salvation and social pro- 
gress. Hence the Christian feels that in exalting Christ he 
is holding up a Divine Torch, which casts a prophetic flood- 
light upon the sure goal to which all men must strive." 


Quotation - p. VII. "In my study of religion, I should say 
that it concerns all the functions of a complete personality. 
As regards one's intellect it is a cosmic concept (a phil- 
osophy of existence); as regards one's feelings it is a cos- 
mic sympathy; and as regards one's will it is a cosmic moti- 
vation, which is reaching after a higher goal for humanity. 
The Christian religion is Christ's attitude toward these 


three & as pects of religion." 


Thus personality becomes principle and Tao is the Logos, and Dr. Fitch 
says that "with Tao-tsz, Tao is the active mind principle which func- 
tions in all existence." Here pantheism and Christianity, pagan 
thought and Christian truth are identified. Does our Board sanction 
such teaching? Why do they permit such things as this to go on? 
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C. Auburn Affirmationist_ pee artes of Our Board. An affirmation 
known as the Auburn n Affirmation, ssued May , 5, ~ 1924, calls the in- 
errancy of the Scriptures, the ab birth of Christ, the sacri- 
fice of Christ to satisfy divine justice, the bodily namirraction 
of Christ, and His miracles "theories" - p. 6; and says further 
that those who do not necessarily believe these particular "theor- 
ies" are "worthy of all coufidence and fellowship.” These men say 
it is not necessary for ministers to believe in the bodily resur- 
rection of Christ, The Bible and our Constitution say it is. Think 
of sending men and keeping men on the field as missionaries of the 
Gospel of Christ who, though they themselves may believe in the 
bodily resurrection of Christ, do not believe that it is necessary 
for the pastors of missionary churches or for native preachers to 
believe in the bodily resurrection of Christ. Our Board has done 
just this. Here are the names. 


1. Men sent out after they had made known _ their belief slief by signing 
the Auburn Affirmation. These men 1 could easily ; have been on kept 
at home. Why were they sent? 


a. Rev. J. F. Davenport, Venezuela Mission, Venezuela, 5.A. 
Date of sailing 1929. Missionary of the Board of Foreign 
Missions, Min. G.A. 1934, Part 2, p. 1535. 


be. Rev. C. H. Hazlett, North India Mission, Allahabad, Upper 
Punjab, India. Date of sailing 1929, Missionary of our 
Board of Foreign Missions, Min. G.A. 1934, Part 2, p. 106. 


2. Men on the field who made known their belief by signing the Aub- 
urn Affirmation. 


a. Rev. P. R. Abbott, Shantung Mission, China. Date of sail- 
ing 1910. ~ Missionary of the Board of Foreign Missions, 
Min. G.A. 1934, Part 2, pe 149. 


b. Rev. A. M. Allen, Colombia Mission, S.A. Date of sailing 
1910. Missionary of our Board of Foreign Missims, Min. G.A. 
1954, Part 2, p. 150. 


c. Rev. L. Bentley, Persia Mission, Persia. Date of sailing 
1918. Missionary of our Board of Foreign Missims, Min. G.A. 
1934, Part Ry) De NLOUE 


d. Rev. R. H. Brown, Philippines Mission, P.lI. Date of sailing 
1903. Missionary of our Board of Foreign Missions, Min. G.A. 
1934, Part 2, p. 151. 


e. Rev. W. G. G, Greenslade , Syria Mission. Beirut, Syria. Date 
OF “sailing 1911. ikiissionary of our Board of Foreign Missions, 
Min. GA. 1934, Part 2, p.' 195. 


f. Rev. G. C. Hood, Kiangan Mission, Anhwei, China. Date of 
sailing 1911. Missionary of our Board of Foreign Missims, 
Min. G.A. 1934, Part 2, pe 157. 


ge Rev. William C. Kerr, Japan Mission, Seoul, Korea. Date of 
» sailing - 1908. Missionary of our Board of Torsion Missions, 
Min. G.A. 1934, Part 2, p. 157. 
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h. Rev. G. H. Schearer, Syria Mission, Beirut, Syria. Date of 
sailing 1913. Missionary of our Board of Foreign Missions, 
Min. G.A. 1934, Part Bis Pe 162. 


Se Do not let it be said the Board does not know these things. Does 
it not know the Auburn Affirmation? Does it not know its own mis- 
sionaries ? Here is evidence that the Board is aware of what its 
missionaries think. 


a. James M. Speers, vice president Board of Foreign Missions says 
in "The Missionary Review of the World," May 1933, "Reactions 
from One of the Laymen," which is his discussion of “Re-Think- 
ing Missions:" 


quotation - p. 262. "One of our young missionaries wrote 
me recently, in commenting on the Laymen's Report, that 
we were already working toward the accomplishment of most 
of the things recommended by the Report and that in the 
course of time we probably would have worked them out, 
but he thought that the emphasis and impetus given by the 
Report in its recommendations would set the missionary 
cause forward twenty years." 


IV. MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF FOREIGN MISSIONS ELECTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 


A. Alfred BH. Marling, N. Y., member of the Board of Foreign Missions, Class 
1934-1937, Min. G.A. 1934, Part 2, p. 4. 


1. He is a member of the National Committee for the presentation of 
the Laymen's Foreign Missions Inquiry. See "A Digest of Re- 
Thinking Missions™ by Stanley iigh, with an introductory state- 
ment by William Ernest Hocking, p. 3l. 


_ Quotation - "Re-Thinking Missions" p. 19. "Whatever its 
(Christianity's) present conception of the future life, 
there is little disposition to believe that sincere and 
aspiring seckers after God in other religions are to be 
damned." 


Quotation - Bible, John 3:16,18 - For God so loved the 
world, that he gave his only begotten Son, that whoso- 
ever believeth in him should not perish, but have ever- 
lasting life....He that believeth on him is not condemn- 
ed: but he that believeth not is condemned already." 
John 3:36, 


"Re-Thinking Missions" betrays Christ! It rejects historic 
Christianity! 


2. He is a member of the National Committee of "Modern Missions 
Movement." See "Modern Missions Movement, Announcement," p,. 15. 


eS net - p. 9. "Re-Thinking Missions has become a 
“ovement."...Purpose: "To foster the further considera- 
tion of the possible world service of Christianity as 
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indicated by the Laymen's Foreign Missions Inquiry; to 
serve as a medium of information; and to cooperate with 
any Board, Church or other agency which is making effect- 
ive the principles and 1_recommendations ; of the Report (Re- 
Thinking Missions )and ‘of the > Regional Reports by the Com- 
mission of Appraisal."... Procedure: "To seek out, en- 
dorse, and encourage cooperation with concrete enterpris- 
es on the field which, under whatever auspices, are under~ 
taken and p1rdsecuted in harmony with the principles and 
recommendations of the Report of the Laymen's Inquiry." 


5. He, a modernist, a member of an independent Modern Missions Move- 
ment Committee, was elected a member of the Board of Foreign Mis- 
sions, and instructed to help direct our missionary program for 
the next three years by the 1934 Assembly that ordered the funda- 
mentalists of the Independent Board disciplined. How can we have 
confidence in the work of a Board with such men as this on it? 
What does our Lord Jesus Christ think? 


B. James M. Speers, N. Ye, member of the Board of Foreign Missions, 
Class of 1932-1935, Min, G.A. 1934, Part 2, p. 4. 


1. He is one of the directors of the Laymen's Foreign Missions In- 
quiry, a member of the Presbyterian Committee, together with 
Mrs. John H. Finley, also a member of the Board of Foreign Mis- 
sions. See "Re-Thinking Missions" p. V, and "The Missionary Re- 
view of the World," May 1933, "Reactions from One of the Laymen" 
to Re-Thinking Missions. Mr. Speers expresses his belief thus: 


Quotation - p. 262. "I am proud of being a part of as 
fine an enterprise as I consider this Laymen's Foreign 
Missions Inquiry to be." 


Quotation - 260. "While I was not troubled by its the- 
ology, I was trcmendously impressed by its Christianity." 


"The Presbyterian" for February 1, 1934 gives this statement 
Signed by Mr, Speers. 


Quotation - p. 23. "Our carnest hope is that the Report 
(Re-Thinking Missions) will become more and more effective 
as the incvitability of its major recommendations is recog- 
nized by an enlightened Christian public. The Committee 
perceives clearly the rising tide of interest in the new 
viewpoint on missions and is profoundly grateful for the 
part the Report has played in arousing such interest." 


2e The members of the Board of Foreign Missions think so highly of 
Mr. Speers that they have honored him by electing him vice presi- 
dent, Min. G.A. 1934, Part 2, p. 4. His term as a member of the 
Board expires this year, 1935. Shall the next General Assembly 
re-elect this man? 
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V. 


THE DESIRE FOR ANSWERS TO EVIDENCH OF MODERNISM IN THE BOARD 


The most serious charge that can be made against any missionary agency is 
that it is disloyal to Christ. Such evidence should bo immediately, open- 
ly and clearly, not just dénied, but answered. There has been considerable 
evidence brought forth against the loyalty of our Board of Foreign Missions 
to Jesus Christ, the most voluminous of which has becn, "Modernism and the 
Board of Foreign Missions," by Dr. J. Gresham Machen. This was presented 
to the 1933 General Assembly, The General Assembly said the charges were 
unfounded and the Board of Foreign Missions was worthy of full confidence. 
The answers to the evidence have never been given to the laymen of the 
Church. Many laymen of the Presbyterian Church have seen this evidence. 
They have a conscience. The General Assembly is not their conscience. The 
General Assembly is not infallible. Men can look at the evidence of modern- 
ism and look at the Bible, and see the two do not agree, They want an ex- 
planation! 


Correspondence with Dr. Robert E. Speer with the full knowledge and approv- 
al of the Session of The Collingswood Presbyterian. Church. 


On May 24, 1934 I wrote a letter which was sent to Dr. Speer in which I 
said, "The evidence given (Pr. Machen's Brief) was not answered then (at 
the New Brunswick Presbytery) and has never been answered by 156 Fifth 
Avenue or by any of our officials." 


Dr. Speer replied, May 31, 1954, quoting the statement of the General 
Council published in the Minutes of the 1934 General Assembly, saying 
that Dr. Machen appeared before the Foreign Missions Committee of the 
Assembly and “representatives of the Board answered every point that he 
had made one by one." He also said in regard to the 1934 Assembly in 
matters which Mr. Griffiths brought to the attention of the Standing 
Committee on Foreign Missions, "He was answered in full by the repres- 
entatives of the Board and the Standing Committee unanimously dismissed 
the charge.” The General Council and the Board of Foreign Missions both 
say that this evidence was answered in the Committee. If answered there, 
shy smother them. Presbyterians have consciences. 


On June 9 I wrote Dr. Speer, "If the answers have been made in the secret 
session of the Foreign Missions Committee, why arc not they made public to 
the laymen of the Church who give their money? Furthermore, the Foreign 
Missions Committee of 1935, who heard the answers which are said to be so 
satisfactory, had on its membership a man who took part in the publishing 
of the Laymen's Foreign Missionary Report. These answers were satisfact- 
ory to him......cince we are anxious to know all the facts; since we want 
to have full confidence in our Board of Foreign Missions, and since you 

as a secretary want us to have that confidence, why not give to the laymen 
who Love the Gospel in black and white the evidence which answers the 
charges which have been made?" I also asked specific questions about 
evidence. 


June 19 Dr. Speer acknowledged my letter of Junc 9 but refused to reply. 
July 2 I quoted to him the statement I have just given above and reminded 
him that the Collingswood Church supported two missionaries under the Board 


and that we had a right to ask questions. No sensible person can have con- 
fidence in a Board which refuses to answer conscicntious questions. 


ie TB 


July 10 Dr. Speer replicd, "I do not think that anything would be gained 

by publication to the Church and to the world of documents which could only ~ 
prolong controversy." Why would such documents prolong controversy if they , 
were answers? Rather than give to the Church the simple answers to the evi- 
dence of modernism, we must satisfy our conscience by accepting the infal- 
lible judgment of the Assembly! All that the laymen of the Church have seen 
are the resolutions of the General Assembly, Synods, and Presbyteries, say- 
ing that the Board of Foreign Missions is all right. All the resolutions 

in the world cannot alter evidence or make error, truth, or a Board with 
modernistic tendencies loyal to Christ. If these charges are not true 

then the Board should face them, should answer them for the entire Church, 
that the conscience of every layman may be clear. If the evidence against 
the Board is true, we must change the Board in order to glorify Christ. 


After persistent demands to Dr. Speer, finally on July 26, he attempted 
to answer the specific questions asked him on June 9 (to which he refused 
to reply on June 19). The reply was not satisfactory to me or to the 
elders. We long to have full confidence in our Board! We want that con- 
fidence’ When the General Assembly corrects the Board we shall all have 
it: Therefore, we pray that the Presbytery may send this overture to the 
1955 General Assembly! 
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God's Pattern for Me 


By Lewis H. Jamison 


' See.... that thou make all things accord- 
ing to the pattern shewed to thee in the 
mount. — Hebrews 8:5. 


| Rrra a pattern in the heavens of my 
life down here on earth. — 

God, my Father, made the blue print, long 
before my time of birth. 

Every step of it was visioned, every thought 
and word and deed ; 

Long before I had existence He provided for 
my need. 


I have often groped unheeding, all uncon- 
scious of a plan, 

While a blue print has been fashioned by my 

_ God the Artisan. 

I have lived my life at random ; I have tried 
to live alone; 

I have blundered in my living; Heaven’s 
_blue print lay unknown, 


Why do I neglect my birthright, stumbling, 


bungling endlessly, 

_ When my Father on the mountain has my 
life planned out for me? 

Patiently He long has waited, Lover, Archi- 
tect, and Friend ; 

He would make my life successful ; on His 
strength I may depend. 


In God’s Word I am instructed how to mold 
my life aright: 

Let God take it, and He’ll make it good and 
comely in His sight. 


If I yield my life completely to the Spirit’s 3 


full control, 
He will form and make resplendent God’s 
own pattern in my soul. 


vw 


: Changed Lives 


Every human life needs to be changed 
‘rom what it once was — “dead in trespasses 
id sins... fulfilling the desires of the flesh 
of the mind” (Eph. 2: 1-3). 


r ssive way, freed from certain bad habits, 


see such a life changed in a most im- — 
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lust apparently replaced by purity, worry 
replaced by peace, selfishness exchanged for 
unselfishness, is it not certain evidence that 
the new birth from above has taken place 
and Christ is reigning within as Saviour and 
Lord? It may startle many to learn that 
such a change is not necessarily from 
Christ at all. The Dawm, edited by D. 
M. Panton, recently published an impor- 
tant editorial comment on “Conversion.” 
““Changed lives’ are not necessarily a proof 
of regenerate hearts. A volte-face [‘about 
face’] can be Satanic.” This editorial then 
quotes that religious radical journal of 
Chicago, The Christian Century, which sees 
some truths more clearly than middle-of- 
the-road Modernists. “Where is the re- 
ligious movement, Christian or pagan, or- 
thodox or heretical, respectable or fanatical, 
evangelical or erratic — which cannot pre- 
sent evidence of ‘changed lives’? A Wed- 
nesday night meeting in a Christian Science 
church will afford more evidence of changed 
lives than any Buchmanist house party can 
produce. Thousands of Mormons offer 
similar evidence. .. . An old friend of the 
editor reports that he has found light and 
peace and ‘spiritual exaltation’ in — The- 
osophy!” This is sober fact. Satan can 
change lives, and apparently for the bet- 
ter. Again, psychology shows that our 
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own mental or subconscious attitudes can 
change our lives. It is of vital importance, 
therefore, to make sure that the changed 
life is the result of faith in Christ as Sav- 
iour and Lord if we would be assured of 
eternal life and lasting blessing. 


aA 
The Things That Last 


In what are we the more interested — 
in the things that pass, or the things that 
last? Of one thing we can be certain: 
God is more interested in the things that 
last, and he wants us to share his interests. 
When we have received his own life by 
receiving his Son as our Saviour, and when 
that Son has become our Lord as well as 
Saviour, then we begin to know the joy 
and the thrill of God’s own interest in 
eternal things. This present life is only 
a testing time, a time of probation; the life 
beyond will tell the real story. Ralph C. 
Norton, that greatly beloved and conse- 
crated missionary who was taken Home to 
be with the Lord last autumn, wrote in 
the guest book of his friends the Trumbulls, 
after a visit in their home in the spring of 


1933 : 


“Only one life, ’twill soon be past. 
Only what’s done for Christ will last.” 
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A New, New Testament 


SWISS heritage, a gift for linguis- 
A tics, a missionary passion, a devotion 
to the Bible, and a love for the Amer- 
ican Indian were elements combining in a 
single individual which, when aided by the 
normal processes of the American Bible So- 


_ ciety, resulted in the appearance recently of 


the first complete New Testament in the 
language spoken by the Cheyenne Indians 
of Montana and Oklahoma. 

In his more than four decades of min- 
istry to the Cheyenne Indians, Rodolphe 
Petter, D.D., a man of scholarly attain- 
ments, has become a master of the language 
of the people of his choice, Beginning 
with a language as yet unwritten, Dr. 
Petter produced first an English- Cheyenne 
dictionary, then a grammar, then portions 
from both the Old and the New Testa- 
ments, presently Pilgrim’s Progress, and 
now, finally, a complete New Testament. 

No hasty, indifferent work is this! Nor 
is this new New Testament merely a trans- 


This article has been written by Dr. George 
William Brown, General Secretary of the Amer- 
ican Bible Society, and presents sch welcome 
and important facts about Bible translation that 
the Times gladly publishes it in place of its 
usual editorial this week. 


~Greek dictionaries were consulted, 


lation from English.. The Greek texts of 
Westcott and Hort, and Tischendorf were 
its base, while the Vulgate and several of 
the main English, French, and German ver- 
sions, as well as the Hebrew version of the 
New Testament, were compared. A num- 
ber of the great commentaries and three 
The 
first complete Cheyenne New Testament, 
therefore, worthily takes its place in the 
noble succession of painstakingly careful 
translations. 

Just as Luther went into the shops and 
homes of the common people of Germany 
to get correct and understandable terms for 
use in his great German translations, so 
Dr. Petter studied intimately and at first 
hand the practices and customs of the 
Cheyenne, frequently consulting his Indian 
parishioners in a search for exact and in- 
telligible phrases. He gave, for instance, 
a demonstration of grafting and pruning in 
order to secure from them correctness of ex- 
pression in translating those parts of Ro- 
mans It where Paul, in illustrating a cer- 
tain principle, employs the process of olive 
grafting. 


When the translation was completed, the — 


finished manuscript was reread carefully — 
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by Dr. Petter himself, then by four dif- 
ferent Indians separately. During the typ- 
ing further corrections were made, and the 
final typed copy was read to an Indian 
woman to test the average understanding 
of the Cheyenne text. Finally, the trans- 
lator’s wife read the copy in a last review 
before it was released to the printer, It 
will be noted with interest that among 
others of the Cheyenne who gave note- 
worthy help in this carefully supervised 
work the names of Chief Standingelk and 
Susie Woundedeyes appear. 

In the translator’s preface there is this 
concluding paragraph: “And now the mes- 
sage of God and his Christ is ‘in the Chey- 
enne mouth’ for a witness to be accepted 
or rejected. As God in the long ago spoke 
to the tribes of Israel through Moses, he 
tells to the Cheyenne tribe, ‘It is not hard 
for thee, neither is it far off. It is not 
in heaven, that thou shouldest say, Who 


shall go up for us, and make us hear it, 
that we may do it? Neither is it beyond 


the sea, that thou shouldest say, Who shall 


go over the sea for us, and bring it to 
us, and make us hear it, that we may do 
it? But the word is nigh unto thee, in 
thy mouth, and in thy heart, that thou 
mayest do it?” (Deut. 30: 11-14). 

Strikingly appropriate was the occasion 
of the first public presentation of copies 
of this volume, for at the end of the recent 
Christmas Eve program in the Mission at 
Lame Deer, Mont., just before pronouncing 
the benediction, Dr. Petter spoke briefly of 
the new New Testament and with great 
satisfaction presented gift copies to his In- 
dian associates and fellow workers in the 
Mission. Testaments are often given for 
Christmas gifts—but one wonders where 
on last Christmas any copies were given or 
received with as much genuine rejoicing 
and profound appreciation as were experi- 
enced by this scholarly translator-donor 
and the beloved Indian recipients. And, 
—here was another wise man presenting 
his gift, a gift more precious than gold or 
frankincense or myrrh, to another group 
of children of the first Christ child. 

The publication of the Cheyenne New 
Testament by the American Bible Society 
brings the total number of languages in 
which the entire New Testament has ap- 
peared up to 374, while the grand total of 
languages in which Scripture translation 
has occurred is now 954. Through the 
efforts of the Bible societies and the mis- 
sionary forces, Scripture translation is so 
continuously going on that a new language 
is added on an average of once every five 
weeks, 
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Notes ON OPEN LETTERS 


Why Is Covetousness So Bad? 


What is there so bad in the nature or 
character of covetousness, which should lead 
the apostle to put it in the same class with 
fornication and all uncleanness, which 
should not be once named among them, as 
becometh saints? (Eph. 5: 3.)—A Colorado 
subscriber. 


There must be something peculiarly 
evil in covetousness, for this sin is con- 
demned by God unsparingly and repeatedly 
throughout his entire Word, in both the 
Old Testament and the New. Whether 
or not we understand just why the sin of 
covetousness is so “exceeding sinful,’ we 
may well beware of it, and ask God to 
put fear and hatred of it in our hearts be- 
cause God’s own hatred of it is so evident. 

The Greek word translated covetousness 
is pleonexia, coming from pleonektes, which 
in turn comes from the two Greek words 
pleon and echo, meaning “more” and “to 
have.” The covetous person, therefore, is 
“one eager to have more,” especially more 
of “what belongs to others,” and thus is 
“greedy of gain.” So covetousness is 
“greedy desire to have more,” or “avarice.” 
The English dictionary gives, as a meaning 
of covetousness, “excessive desire for what 
belongs to another,” and “greed of wealth 
with a view to hoarding it.” 

Here are a few of the many statements 
in God’s Word: 

First of all, one of the Ten Command- 
ments: “Thou shalt not covet” (Exod. 20: 
17). Then follows a list of objects of 
covetousness which a sinful man would be 
likely to covet —his neighbor’s wife, man- 
servant, maidservant, cattle. This divine 
commandment begins and ends: “Thou 
shalt not covet ... any thing that is thy 
neighbor’s,” . 

Covetousness thus is identified, not only 
with wrong desire for things, but desire 
for things belonging to others. It is easy 
to see why this is wrong, and why it de- 
stroys the moral integrity of the man who 
permits such covetousness in his own life. 

God abhors covetousness, and sinful men 
love it. “For the wicked boasteth of his 
heart’s desire, and blesseth the covetous, 
whom the Lord abhorreth” (Psa. 10:3). 


_ So covetousness is one of the things at- 


tractive to sinful men and hateful to God. 
The heart of covetousness is lust, or 
sinful desire. Paul writes: “I had not 


known sin, but by the law: for I. had not» 


Acts 2: 1-4 in Cheyenne 


_ Na zénohonoa-onetto eSéva Hoveoeomé—méhestova 
(Pentecost)émanoéhin tsa mhiion.2 Na séhovetto He- 
am&é enxhessemasé-nistonevonened,hevovetasonea ze- 
hesseyoneZ, 
zexhoevoss. 


tanovotoz 


exheSho-mxastov—haavevoneneé hotoma 
3 Na eme—-hénevhéstato—henovhénoz 
zehoestavenonocttoz zeéneSevhozenomohe- 
voss estotaxedeSctéenovhin 


vi- 


hemekonevo. 4 Na nis- 


txevoss émhaneSemxastovheSetova-ohéevohén Maheo-. 
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known lust, except the law had said, Thou 
shalt not covet” (Rom. 7:7). 

In more than one New Testament pas- 
sage covetousness and fornication are 
brought together as “birds of a feather.” 
Paul commands the Corinthian Church to 
separate themselves from any professing 
Christians guilty of these sins: “not to 
keep company, if any man that is called a 
brother be a fornicator, or covetous, or an 
idolator, or a railer, or a drunkard, or an 
extortioner ; with such an one no not to eat” 
CicGor,5s 31): 

Covetousness is named as one of the sins 
that shall be peculiarly characteristic of 
“the last days,” in the “perilous times” in 
which we are now living in the end of 
the age. “For men shall be lovers of 
their own selves, covetous, boasters, proud, 
blasphemers, disobedient to parents, un- 
thankful, unholy,” —and the list of natural 
and unnatural sins continues (2 Tim. 3: 
I-5). 

Covetousness is a very popular sin, even. 
among the most respectable citizens and 
church members. A Christian business man 
wrote an article years ago for THe Sun- 
DAY ScHoot Times entitled, “The Sin 
That We’re Afraid to Mention.” He meant 
the sin of covetousness. He called atten- 
tion to the fact that many ministers and 
other Christian people, while ready to con- 
demn other sins, seldom if ever say anything 
about the sin of covetousness —it would 
“hit” too many people in the church and 
congregation! 

The Bible throws direct light on why 
covetousness is such a deadly sin. It is 
idolatry. And idolatry is the worship of 
some other god than God. Idolatry is put- 
ting something ahead of God in our lives. ———~— 
“No servant can serve two masters,” said 
the Lord to his disciples in’ the hearing 
of the Pharisees; “for either he will hate 
the one, and love the other; or else he will 
hold to the one, and despise the other. Ye 


cannot serve God and mammon” (Luke 
16:13). Immediately. we read in the next é 
verse: “And the Pharisees also, wHo 


WERE COVETOUS, heard all these things: and 
they derided him.” Knowing their hatred 
of himself, the Lord said to the Pharisees: © 3 
“God knoweth your hearts: for that which 
is highly esteemed among men is abomina- 
tion in the sight of God.” 

Is it not true that men whose covetous- 
ness has been the incentive and mainspring 
of their lives, leading to their amassing — 
great wealth, are “highly esteemed among 
men”? Yet Christ tells us that their covet- 
ousness “is abomination in the sight of 
God.” Covyetousness serves mammon, not ; 
God. 

In the passage in Ephesians about which 2: 
the Colorado reader inquires, we are told -“ 
to be “followers of God, as dear children,” 
and to “walk in love, as Christ also hath 
loved us, and hath given himself for us” 
an offering and a sacrifice to God for : ; 
sweetsmelling savour.” It is the next verse 
that has the warning to beware of “f 
cation, and all uncleanness, or cov 
ness.” For no covetous person is fol 

(Continued on page 210) 
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Lesson for April 7 


6¢ 9 FEAR that missionaries today are not 
selected with the same care as are the 
managers of the Oil and the Tobacco 
Companies. Many missionaries are not 
qualified for their task and are not needed 
in China.” 

These are not my words. 

These are not the words of any narrow, 
intolerant, fighting Fundamentalist or 
Bible-believing Christian. 

They are the words of an educated, non- 
Christian Chinese gentleman, a university 
professor. They were published nine years 
ago in an article entitled “The New Crisis 
in China Missions,” in the Missionary Re- 
view of the World, the President of whose 
Board of Directors is Dr. Robert E. Speer. 

This Chinese university professor names 
various obstacles in missionary work to- 
day, and one of them, he says, is “the new 
rationalism” which “desires doubt before 
belief.” He continues: The missionaries 
of fifty or sixty years ago “possessed an 
extraordinary religious faith.” 

Exactly so. This cultured heathen Chi- 
nese saw clearly, a decade ago, the need 
of this Presbyterian Mass Meeting held 
tonight. Thousands of others, both be- 
lievers and unbelievers, have seen the issue 
clearly. But most of our denominational 
foreign mission boards seem blind to the 
issue —and this spells crisis and tragedy, 
imperatively demanding such meetings as 
this, and such independent boards and other 
true missionary organizations as God has 
graciously raised up. 


Intense Feeling Inevitable 


If strong words are used, if intense feel- 
ing is shown, we should not be surprised. 
A Justice of the Supreme Court of the 
United States showed such feeling a few 
days ago when, protesting against the 
majority opinion of his Court, he was 
“so deeply shaken out of his usual calm 
that his voice rang with passion” as he 
thundered the words, “The Constitution ts 
gone!” 

Justice McReynolds showed unrestrained 
emotion because he believed that the Con- 
stitution of our nation was being repudiated, 
our honor abandoned, our national future 
imperiled. But the crisis confronting us 
tonight is not one of mere national life, 
it is one of eternal life. The honor of the 
Name of the Son of God and the only 
Saviour of men is being betrayed. We 


ought indeed to show unrestrained emo- 


tion as we consider here the betrayals of 
sacred and divine trust affecting the eternal 


future of countless souls. 


The crisis is not new, nor is strong lan- 
guage concerning it new. A quarter of a 


century ago, in 1910, our Presbyterian 


The address delivered at the Mass Meeting 
was read from the manuscript that is here 


published. The spoken and the published ad- 

ses, therefore, are almost identical word 

x word; and a few paragraphs that were 

itted in the spoken address for lack of time 

‘ luded here. | : 
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A crisis confronting the whole church 


THE SUNDAY SCHOOL TIMES 


Foreign Missionary Betrayals of the Faith 
By Charles G. Trumbull 


A great Mass Meeting of Presby- 
terians, called by leading laymen of 
the denomination, was held last month 
in one of the large churches of Phila- 
delphia. A thousand or more persons 
were present; other thousands heard 
the addresses by radio. 


The Editor of THe SunpAY SCHOOL 
Times had been asked to speak, as a 
Presbyterian layman and elder, on 
“Betrayals of the Faith, in Our For- 
eign Mission Board and in the Field.” 
It was not intended to publish the 
address in these columns, as the meet- 
ing was denominational and THE 
SunpAy ScHoot Times is an inter- 
denominational journal, loyal to all 
evangelical communions of the Chris- 
tian faith. 


But such urgent letters have been 
received from pastors and laymen, ex- 
pressing the hope that the address 
would be given to Times readers and 
the Christian public, that it is now 
published in response to this demand. 
For the issue is by no means limited 
to the Presbyterian denomination, but 
is a vital one in most denominations 
and in the whole Church of Christ at 
home and abroad. The address is 
published with deepest regret that any 
such facts exist as are presented here. 


General Assembly, setting forth five essen- 
tial doctrines that were reaffirmed in 10916 
and 1923, spoke the following words: 
“Foolish birds and bats dart out of the 
night and dash themselves against the 
lenses of the lighthouse only to fall back 


senseless at its base. So heretics and skep- 
tics have hurled themselves against the 
Word of God and against the Westminster 
Standards, only to fall back baffled and 
broken.” Pf 

Many have seen clearly for many years 
that a terrific struggle was on, and that 
inevitable consequences must be faced and 
dealt with, A stalwart Presbyterian pas- 
tor whose ministry strengthened Philadel- 
phians for years, and who is now minister- 
ing in Pittsburgh, Dr. Clarence Edward 
Macartney, said at the General Assembly 
of 1923: 

“This is a faint skirmish of a great con- 
flict; the storm is coming, and we can’t 
keep it back with a pusillanimous compro- 
mise. We take our stand upon the New 
Testament and the Westminster Confes- 
sion of Faith.” 

May God keep us from _ pusillanimous 
compromise today, and from following the 
seemingly hypnotic example of those who, 
in places of leadership in our Modernistic 
Mission Board and our corrupted and de- 
teriorated General Assembly of today, are 
acting like foolish birds and bats as they 
burl themselyes against the Word of God. 
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God has placed many human barriers in 
the way of this false leadership and false 
following. The Christian Century of Chi- 
cago, a notoriously radical journal, uncon- 
sciously paid a great compliment to the 
true ambassadors of Christ in the mission 
field when it declared editorially a few 
years ago: 

“The fact must be faced that more than 
half the missionary force in China and on 
other fields is a handicap to the Christian 
cause.” That editorial means that more 
than half of the missionaries believe the 
Bible and offer the Gospel to lost sinners. 
It continues: Unless the “forward look- 
ing churches” are ready to cut loose “from 
the conservatism that now shackles the en- 
terprise, then Christian missions must, until 
a new awakening comes, be resigned to 
impotence.” 

Thus comes welcome aid and comfort 
from the enemy! As we take up, this eve-. 
ning, betrayals of the faith in our Board 
and among our missionaries, let us keep, 
prominently in our minds and hearts, with 
thanksgiving, that there are great numbers 
of sound, true, uncompromising Presbyte- 
rian missionaries of the Cross of Christ, 
as there are in all the other denominations. 
These are God’s “handicap” to the work 
of the enemy for which the Christian Cen- 
fury stands and for which various denomi- 
national boards in lesser or greater degree 
stand. 

The North China Theological Seminary, 
for example, at Teng Tsien, Shantung 
Province, is a shining example of true tes- 
timony, conducted by Presbyterian bodies 
and mightily blessed of God. It was or- 
ganized sixteen years ago in protest against 
the Modernist teachings of the other union 
theological seminaries conducted by various 
associated Protestant missions in China. 
Dr. W. M. Hayes, the President, a veteran ; 
Presbyterian missionary of more than fifty / 
years’ experience, is the honored head of 
this institution. : 

Two others of the many true, uncom- 
promising Presbyterian missionaries are 
Dr. Charles Ernest Scott of China, father 
of the martyred Betty Scott Stam; and 
Dr. J. Gordon Holdcroft, of Korea, 


What Are the Harmful Policies? 


What are the policies and the practices 
of our Board of Foreign Missions that 
are undermining the work of the sound, 
evangelical missionaries in the foreign 
field? 

They are the policies and practices of 
Modernism. As there are varying degrees 
of Modernism, both moderate and extreme, 
so varying degrees of Modernism are found ' 
in our Board and among our missionaries. 
But the heart of Modernism is always the 
my denial of some part of the Word of 

od, t 


Members of our Board, secretaries of 
_ our Board,.and many of our missionaries 


in foreign fields, deny some part of the 
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Word of God. In any such denials they 
are giving the lie to God —and that is not 
a trifling matter. “He that believeth not 
God hath made him a liar” (1 John.5: 10). 

Wherever Modernism is found, in a 
Board member, in a Board secretary, or 
in a missionary, there is a weakening or 
destroying of the faith. Our great weapon 
as “we wrestle not against flesh and blood, 
but against principalities, against powers, 
against the rulers of the darkness of this 
world,” is “the sword of the Spirit, which 
is the Word of God.” Those who are 
Modernists in any degree are engaging with 
a dulled or broken sword against our great 
Enemy in the warfare to which the Captain 
of our Salvation has called us. 


A Modernist Board Naturally Appoints 


Modernist Missionaries _ 


A Modernist Board of course sends to 
the field Modernist missionaries. Natu- 
rally, logically, inevitably they send repre- 


sentatives holding their own views. The 
unsaved in the foreign fields, and those 
wko are already Christians there, are 


actually taught by some unbelieving mis- 
sionaries to doubt or deny the Word of 
God, the Deity of Christ, the Blood Atone- 
ment, the Bodily Resurrection — and there 
is no salvation for lost sinners if these 
doctrines are not true. 

But back of our Board of Foreign Mis- 
sions is our General Assembly, which elects 
the members of our Board. And back of 
our General Assembly are the Presbyterian 
pastors and laymen of the entire denomi- 
nation. It is a large and far-reaching ques- 
tion, issue, and crisis. 

But is it fair to say that there really is 
Modernism in our Board? Judge for your- 
self, as a jury, after you have heard the 
evidence presented at this meeting. 

One further word about Modernism. 
Again it is not my word, but that of a 
Presbyterian pastor who was recently, for 
several years, one of the secretaries of our 
Board, and who resigned from the Board 
to become pastor of the First Presbyterian 
Church of Berkeley, California, Dr. Fran- 
cis Shunk Downs. He preached a sermon 
last April on “The Christ of the Gospels, 
or the Jesus of Modernism.” He says: 


Another characteristic of Modernism 
is that it is both deceiving and deceptive. 
It is not what it seems to be. It uses 
evangelical language to push over its 
unevangelical beliefs. . Honesty de- 
mands that we strip the mask off its 
face and that we see it as it is. Real 
Modernism is error and unbelief mas- 
querading. In it Satan comes to us an 
angel of light. . . . It is not like the 
violet that hides itself because of modesty, 
but rather like the serpent that slips 
noiselessly along through the covering 
grass, hidden and unsuspecting. 


These are strong, unsparing words — but 
they are deserved. It is distressing to 
have to say it, but some of our Modernist 
Board secretaries and Modernist mission- 
aries persistently try to conceal, even to 
deny, their Modernism, using evangelical 
language to push over their unevangelical 
beliefs. 

When they say “Inspiration,” they do 
- not mean the unique and infallible inspira- 


fot ‘ tion of the whole Bible. 
‘When they say “Atonement” they do 


‘mean the substitutionary blood. atone- 
nt of our Lord J esus Christ, 
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When they say “Resurrection” they do 
not mean bodily resurrection. 

The late Professor Robert Dick Wilson, 
formerly of Princeton Seminary, later of 
Westminster, was perhaps the greatest Old 
Testament scholar of our generation. He 
was true to the core, and he had some 
amazing and enlightening experiences when 
he went to China in 1923. He found many 
Modernists among the missionaries — and 
he did not intimate that his own denomi- 
nation, the Northern Presbyterian, was im- 
maculate in this respect! He said he found 
that Modernist. missionaries “attempt to 
camouflage their departure from orthodoxy 
by using the terms of the historic faith in 
another sense.” He repeatedly asked a 
question of missionaries: ‘How is it that 
a man who is well known among you as a 
Liberal can still appear to the home church 
as a Conservative?” Usually the answer 
was a smile and a shrug of the shoulders. 
But one elderly missionary was quick with 
his answer: “The only explanation I can 
think of is that such a man is the biggest 
liar on earth!” 

Said Dr. Wilson: “There are many mis- 
sionaries whose views it seems almost im- 
possible to find out. And every missionary 
should be intelligent enough to know what 
he believes, and ne enough to tell what 
he believes !” 

Yes, they should; and so should every 
Board secretary. But they don’t do it. 

It is a well known fact that there are 
members and secretaries of our Board who 
could not possibly declare their unreserved 
belief in the Five Points that our General 
Assembly has on three different occasions 
declared to be essential doctrines of the 
Bible and of Presbyterian standards. Those 
Five Points are (I give them in abbre- 
viated form’): 


The inspired inerrancy of all the Holy 
Scriptures. 

The virgin birth of Christ. 

The  ssubstitutionary atonement of 
Christ — that is, “Christ offered up nim- 
self a sacrifice to satisfy divine justice 
and to reconcile us tc God.” 

The bodily resurrection of Christ: “ 
the third day he rose again from the 
dead with the same body with which he 
suffered.” 

“Our Lord Jesus showed his power 
and love by working mighty miracles.” 


The Board’s Vice-President Heartily 
Favors the Apostate 
“Betrayal Commission”’ 


The Vice-President of our Board, James 
M. Speers (not Robert E. Speer, our 
Senior Secretary), has published his hearty 
approval of the monstrous and apostate 
Report of the Appraisal Commission, de- 
servedly called the Betrayal Commission. 
Mr. Speers could hardly do otherwise, for 
he himself was Chairman of the Presbyte- 
rian Committee of the Layman’s Foreign 
Missions Inquiry that sponsored this be- 
trayal. 

The Appraisal Commission declared, you 
may remember, that all religions are ways 
to God, and Christianity must recognize 
that it stands upon common ground “with 
the non-Christian faiths of Asia.’ The 
heathen are not lost, and no one needs to 
be “saved” in the Bible meaning of this 
word: there is no need of any such Saviour 
as Christ claimed to be, and Christian mis- 
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sionaries should be ashamed to conduct 
Christian schools or hospitals in heathen 
lands as a means of winning people to 
Christ. It is a mistake to be concerned 
about a future life, and the early mission- 
aries were mistaken in supposing that souls 
would be lost unless the Gospel was car- 
ried to them. Buddha, Jesus, Mohammed 
were all individual founders of missionary 
religions and had in common the experience 
of leaving “behind them an impulse which 
has moved on steadily.” 

Of these shocking falsehoods Mr. James 
M. Speers, Vice-President of our Board, 
says that they “and the Presbyterian point 
of view are not mutually exclusive. .. . 
While I was not troubled by its [the Re- 
port’s] theology, I was tremendously im- 
pressed by its Christianity.” And the 
Christian religion, says Mr. Speers, “is 
not afraid that it will lose anything of its 
best by sharing with other faiths in a 
common quest for God.” “I am proud of 
being a part of as fine an enterprise as I 
consider this Laymen’s Foreign Missions 
Inquiry to be.” 

Can we, as Presbyterian laymen who 
purpose to stand true to the Gospel and 
Commission of our Lord Jesus Christ, en- 
trust to Mr. Speers any responsible direc- 
tion of our Board of Foreign Missions? 

[Since this address was delivered, I have 
seen a long Memorandum by Robert E. Speer, 
sent out March 5, 1935, discussing detailed 
criticisms of the Board and its missionaries, 
in which Dr. Speer staunchly defends Mr. 
Speers and says: “His Christian faith and 
loyalty are as solid as Gibraltar.”—C. G. T.] 
‘Let us not think that the work of the 
Laymen’s Foreign Missions Inquiry, and 
the infamous Report, “Rethinking Mis- 
sions,” are now matters of the past. They 
are going on with their work more vigor- 
ously than ever—and Mr. Speers is still 
Vice-President of our Board. To carry 
this work forward 2 National Committee 
of the Modern Miss‘ons Movement has been 
formed, and a recently nublished announce- 
ment sets forth its plans in detail. Lead- 
ing Presbyterians are <aembers of this 
National Committee, and of course Dr. 
Cadman, Dr. Fosdick, and Dr. Sockman 
are members, together with Alfred E. 
Marling, another member of our Board. 


A Former Board Member’s Frank 
Unbelief, and Dr. Speer’s Defense 


Another Modernist who was a member 
of our Board for several years is Dr. Wil- 
liam P. Merrill, pastor of the Brick Pres- 
byterian Church of New York City. He 
is one of the fifteen members of the Ap- 
praisal Commission itself. 

When the General Assembly declared 
the Five Points of doctrine to be essential, 
Dr. Merrill at once said publicly that the 


General Assembly had “attempted to put 
a yoke on our necks which I, for one, will — 
With the usual evasiveness 
of the Modernist he said later, concerning — 


never wear.” 


his statement: “It indicates absolutely 
nothing about my own personal beliefs. It — 


indicates only that I resent with all my ee 


soul, as I did and do, the attempt to take 


specific minor doctrines and make them a_ 


test for orthodoxy and good standing.” 
So Dr. Merrill, according to his own 
statement, 
doctrines as substitutionary atonement an 
bodily resurrection of minor importan 
In an article published in The Expositor, 
London, under the title, “An Evoluti 
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calls such precious and vital 


or a1 eee ee 


this chapel, 
a _ through the windows with the Buddhist 
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at Calvary,” Dr, Merrill said concerning 
the atonement: “What really saves me, 
Saves the individual, is not something which 
Jesus did nineteen hundred years ago. 
How can a past fact have present vital 
power? , . . Certain old ways of thinking 
about the cross have become impossible. 

. Substitutionary . . . atonement is arti- 
ficial and immoral.” 

A friend of mine wrote to Dr, Robert E. 
Speer inquiring about Dr. Merrill. Dr. 
Speer replied in a long letter, which I have 
here, and enclosed a copy of a letter writ- 
ten by Dr. Merrill in which he (Dr. Mer- 
rill) declared very positively his own or- 
thodoxy, but added these statements: 


I do not believe in the absolute and 
literal inerrancy of the Bible on all 
points. ...I believe that He [Christ] was 
born of a Virgin. ... I count the Virgin 
Birth a very unimportant doctrine, how- 
ever. . I believe . . . in our Lord’s 
real resurrection. ... But if anyone says 
to me that he cannot believe that the 
body of our Lord rose from the dead, 
but that he does believe that Jesus Christ 
our Lord actually lived after his death, 
and showed himself to his followers, 

. I will count him a believer in the 
resurrection, and will judge that he has 
the essence of faith in the resurrection. 
So would Paul.” 


And Dr. Robert E. Speer was “very 
glad” to send this letter, written by Dr. 
Merrill, as a defense of Dr. Merrill. 


Unity in Mission Work Put Above 
Fidelity to the Truth 


Our Board is untrue to its trust as the 
representative of the Presbyterian Church 
in its lamentable affiliations in union work 
on the foreign field. It has such affiliations 
in notable instances in India, Japan, and 
China. A notable case is that of the Uni- 
versity of Nanking. Robert E. Speer was 
one of the incorporators in I911, and is 
President of the Board of Founders. Our 
Board officially co-operates with this Mis- 
sion University. Dr. James H. Franklin 
(President of Crozer Theological Semi- 
nary) is Vice-President, and is author of 
a book entitled “The Never Failing Light,” 
which is recommended by our Board for 
Mission study; in this book Dr. Franklin 
quotes favorably a statement about Christ: 
“What was the Cross to him? Naught 
but an incident in the life which he had 
already laid down for his kind.” 


& 
[In the Memorandum mentioned above, Dr. 


Robert E. Speer comments on this statement: 
“Dr. Franklin may well have had in mind 
Heb ta: 2; Matt. 10:38;3.16; 24; ‘Col, 13124; 
John 10: 17, 18.”] 

I visited Nanking University in 1920, and 
was shown over the grounds and buildings 
by one of its missionary officers. The 
chapel was one of the handsomest mission 
chapels I saw in all the Far East; modeled 
somewhat after a Chinese temple, every 
window bore the design of the Buddhist 
cross. My friend pointed this out to me 


_ with pride, and explained that the Buddhist 


cross suggests to the Chinese the principle 
of the cross, or sacrifice. Do you think 
it would have suggested that to the apostle 
Paul? Our Lord’s Supper is observed in 
with the light streaming 


cross, and can we not hear Paul saying: 


iv cae cannot drink the cup of the Lord, and 
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of the Lord’s table, and of the table of 
devils”? (1 Cor. 10: 21.) 

When I asked whether Nanking Uni- 
versity had any doctrinal statement, I was 
told that it had not. The missionary added: 
“We are more concerned with a practical 
Christianity that communicates itself in 
life.” That is the typical Modernist posi- 
tion: let us be practical, and be interested 
in getting the fruits, but pay no attention 
to the root. Belief, which our Lord and 
the New Testament put at the basis of life 
and salvation and everything practical, is 
not really practical after all! 

I have just been examining the latest 
catalogue of Nanking University, dated 
December, 1931. It is a handsome volume, 
and the Description of Courses of study 
for the Chinese attending this Mission 
School fills seventy-nine pages. Of these 
seventy-nine, just three are sufficient to list 
all the courses in religion, The other sev- 
enty-six pages offer the Chinese students at- 
tending this great Mission School in the 
heart of heathendom such courses as the 
following : 


Humanistic Geography. 

Rural Finance. 

Agronomy, including Biometry. 
Colour Chemistry. 


History of the Chinese Drama and its 
Technique. 


Advanced Calculus. 


Cytology —a course throwing light on 
“the Mechanism of Amitosis, Mitosis,” 
etc. 


Another course is on the “Modern Use 
of the Bible,” and the textbook is Harry 
Emerson Fosdick’s apostate work, ‘The 
Modern Use of the Bible.” This is the 
Dr. Fosdick who preached. a sermon in 
January, 1031, in his Riverside Church, 
New York City, on “The Peril of Wor- 
shiping Jesus,” in which he said of our 
Lord: “He did not fear being opposed; 
he feared being worshiped.” Dr. Fos- 
dick shows where he stands on the deity 
of Christ when he says, in that sermon: 
“To say that God was in Christ seems to 
me no theological puzzle at all. I think 
God was in my mother, the source of the 
loveliness that blessed us there! And I 
rise up from that with a profound sense 
of the reality of what I am doing when I 
profess my faith that God was in Christ.” 

And a Mission School of which Robert 
E. Speer is President of the Board of 
Founders uses a textbook by Dr. Fosdick. 

[Since delivering this address I have learned 
that Dr. Fosdick’s book, ‘The Modern Use 
of the Bible,” is not now being used at Nan- 
king University. The fact remains that it 
appears in their latest catalogue as a study 
course, and that it had been adopted as a text- 
book by this Mission School.—C. G. T.] 

Why will not Dr. Speer stand where the 
late beloved Dr. J. Walter Lowrie stood, 
Chairman of the China Presbyterian Coun- 
cil, one of the great missionaries of our 
generation in China, whom I knew and 
loved? At the National Christian Confer- 
ence held in Shanghai in May, 1922, re- 
ported in full for Tae SunpAy ScHOooL 
Times by Dr. S. I. Woodbridge, father of 
Charles J. Woodbridge, General Secretary 
of the new Independent Board for Presby- 
terian Foreign Missions, Dr. Woodbridge 
wrote: 


“The speech that perhaps received the 
highest meed of approbation and applause 


i 


sit | 


during the whole conference was the one 
made by Dr. J. Walter Lowrie.” Dr. 
Lowrie emphasized the importance of stand- 
ing fast in the old faith, and “he told the 
conference that Dr. Harry Emerson Fos- 
dick had in a recent speech thrown down 
the gauntlet to the conservatives, and that 
we must accept his challenge.” 


Dr. Gray’s Searching Question 


Dr. James M. Gray asked a pertinent 
question in the Moody Bible Institute 
Monthly for January, 1934. Calling atten- 
tion to the new Independent Board for 
Presbyterian Foreign Missions and speak- 
ing in the highest terms of its personnel, 
Dr. Gray concludes: 


One is driven to ask in surprise, where 
is Dr. Robert E. Speer these days? Is 
he not still Secretary of the Board of 
Foreign Missions of the Presbyterian 
Church in the U. S. A.? Is he aware 
of these things? Has his voice been 
silenced? Is his influence nil? Within 
the memory of some of us his name was 
once a synonym for the Christian war- 
rior. Has he permanently sheathed his 
sword? Speak out, honored brother... 


Lazarus Not Really Dead? 


Coming back to Nanking University, an- 
other textbook in its scanty and superficial 
and unbelieving religious curriculum is 
George A. Barton’s “Jesus of Nazareth,” 
in which is found the following: 


It is quite unnecessary to suppose that 
Lazarus was really dead; that was only 
the belief of Palestinian peasants. 


[Concerning the stilling of the waves :] 
Jesus then arose and said, “Peace! Be 
still!” One cannot help wondering 
whether the words were not addressed 
to the complaining disciples, but the wind, 
as so often happens there, subsided as 
quickly as it had risen, and believing the 
words addressed to the wind and sea, 
the disciples thought that the blowing 
had ceased in obedience to their Master’s 
command, and they accordingly believed 
him to be even more wonderful than 
before. 

[Dr. Speer says: ‘“‘We cannot speak defi- 
nitely of Dr. Barton’s book, but we can affirm 
unequivocally that ‘the essential doctrinal 
teachings of the Christian faith’ are main- 
tained in the (Nanking) University.’’] 

Yenching University, at Peiping (for- 
merly Peking) is another Mission School 
with which our Board is affliated.” Its 
President is Dr. J. Leighton Stuart, whose 
name appears in the list of missionaries 
of our Board as an “affiliated” missionary. 
Here is a claim made by the President of 
its Board of Trustees: “Though founded 
as a Christian institution, and though loy- 
ally supported by several denominational - 
missionary boards, the activities and teach- 
ing of Yenching are enthusiastically ap-. 
proved by the non-Christian leaders in 
China.” Paul’s teachings were not enthusi- 


astically approved by the non-Christian 


leaders in Ephesus. 
Just before the late Dr. Griffith Thomas — 
and I visited the missionary conferences — 
of China in 1920, Dr. Stuart had addressed | 
a meeting of the Y. W. C. A. in Shanghai, 
in which, according to the published report) — 
of that meeting containing a stenographic — 
report of his address, he made the follow- 
ing statements : i, 2 


If revelation is permanent and 
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versal, then we must admit that the 
Christian religion is not the only re- 
ligion. 


Jesus began a new type of humanity; 
the last stage of human evolution. 


Why should we say that the inspira- 
tion of the Biblical writers is different 
in kind from the inspiration of people 
today? ... that the Bible writers had 
some peculiar inspiration that made their 
writings infallible? 


The canon we have may include books 
not essential, and there may be books 
outside that would be worth having. 
Some of the time we spend in reading 
books .in the Old Testament we might 
spend in reading other books that might 
just as well be in the Bible. 


[It is true that Dr. Stuart was later 
“cleared” by his Presbytery in America of any 
lack of orthodoxy, as many other Modernists 
have been, by various Presbyteries. It is 
true, also, that he has called attention to the 
fact that the report of his address was steno- 
graphic and uncorrected by himself. But it 
is also true that, so far as I know, he has 
never repudiated the quotations here made.— 
CGT.) 


Missionary Editors of an Article on 
Our Lord’s “Imaginary Temptations” 


Two Presbyterian missionaries, E, C. 
Lobenstine, the well known Liberal, and 
Miss Margaret Frame, are on the Editorial 
Board of The Chinese Recorder, published 
in Shanghai, Last August The Chinese 
Recorder published an article by L. C. Wu, 
on “The Psychological Reconstruction of 
China through Christianity.” It contained 
the following: 


[Under the subhead, “Jesus’ Own 
Psychological Reconstruction,” we read :] 
The temptations which Jesus encountered 
in the desert were imaginary rather than 
real. 


Jesus was not in favor of the existence 
of the family system. He used a parable 
of a woman in labor, thus: “When a 
woman is in labor she is sorry, for her 
time has come; but when the child is 
born she remembers her anguish no 
longer, for joy that a human being has 
been born into the world.” He did not 
say that a human being had been born 
‘Snto the family” but that he had been 
born “into the world.” In a_ society 
where the family system still prevails, 
who would use an expression like this? 


Apparently Jesus used this parable off- — 
hand, which indicates that he did not — 
favor the family system. Hence in the © 
new society it may not be necessary to — 


preserve this system. 


And this is found in a missionary maga- 
zine, in a heathen land, on the editorial 
board of which are two Presbyterian mis- 
sionaries! Our Lord’s words are made of 
no consequence when he said: “For this 
cause shall a man leave father and mother, 
and shall cleave to his wife: and they twain 
shall be one flesh. Wherefore they are no 
more twain, but one flesh. What therefore 
God hath joined together, let not man put 
asunder” (Matt. 19:5, 6). 

- Our Board is affiliated with the National 


_ Christian Council of India, and I have here 


caeulet eee ied for that India Council 


i 
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New Testament as we should read the 
lives of any other great teacher. 


The evangelists were not miraculously 
safeguarded from error when they wrote, 
any more than we are as we read. The 
Gospels in many points, some of them 
important, contradict one another. 


If anyone can offer us an explanation 
of these strange and confused stories in 
the New Testament, ... we shall accept it 
gladly; but if not—§it scarcely matters. 


[Dr. Speer now says that the missionaries 
of the Board in India took exception to this 
booklet ‘‘and it was immediately withdrawn.” 
But why should it ever have been published? 
Further, Dr. Speer quotes numerous sentences 
from the booklet to show that its author be- 
lieves in “The Divinity of Jesus.’’] 

Another booklet published for the India 
Council is “Interpreting the Cross,” by 
C. S. Paul, which contains the following: 


The cross is not, as it is sometimes 
supposed, a penalty paid by Jesus for all 
men to a righteous God ... a God of love 
needs neither a propitiation nor a substi- 
tution. ... Neither does God’s righteous- 
ness demand the punishment of the sin- 
mer. .. . It is inconceivable that a God 
of love whom Jesus reveals should in- 
sist on the penalty being paid, if not by 
all men, at least corporately for all men 
by Jesus Christ. 


For the circulation among missionaries 
and believers and unsaved people in India 
of this unscriptural, antichristian litera- 
ture, our Presbyterian Board of Foreign 
Missions has responsibility. 


How Cases of Unsound Missionaries 


Are Dealt With 


er 


‘years been notoriously radical; 
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sent no request either for his retention 
in the United States or for his doctrinal 
examination. Individual members of the 
Mission I know disagreed with him, but 
neither the Mission nor the Executive 
Committee, whose duty it would have 
been to report the matter, made any 
representation either to the Board or 
to the Presbytery of Newark, New Jer- 
sey, of which Mr, is a member, 
and which is counted, I believe, one of 
our most conservative Presbyteries. 


So everything was technically correct, 


‘and there was nothing to do about it! But 


Auburn Theological Seminary has for many 
and any 
Modernist might happen to be in a Pres- 
bytery that was largely conservative. 


Sound Missionaries “Beg Our Boards’’ 
Not to Send Any More Modernists 


Our true Presbyterian missionaries in the 
field know only too well that some of their 
fellow Presbyterian missionaries are untrue 
to the Scriptures, holding and teaching 
Modernistic views; yet we can well under- 
stand how difficult, delicate, and embarrass- 
ing a matter it is for any individual mis- 
sionaries to protest or complain to the 
Board at home about fellow missionaries. 
However, there have been general protests 
made by the missionaries from time to 
time. A printed “Letter of the Tsingtao 
Group of Missionaries” addressed to the 
Missionary Constituencies in the Home 
Lands in 1927 contains the following: 

“Tt is well known that a Communism 
which is atheistic in its tendency and teach- 
ing has created much confusion, doubt, and 


' unrest even among some of our Christians, 


| Let it not be supposed, however, that our 


| Board’s betrayals of the faith are only in 
its wrong affiliations in union mission work. 
| That there are many individual mission- 
aries under our Board who share the Mod- 
ernistic unbelief of members and secretaries 
of the Board is a well known fact. A case 
came to my personal knowledge some years 
ago, when a Presbyterian missionary in 
Korea was giving teachings so doctrinally 


' unsound that the native Korean Christian 


' Church asked him to clear away their 


doubts about his own beliefs. He refused. 


_ They then declined to permit him to teach 


_in their Bible training class work, and his 


7 


/ own Mission Station refrained from renew- 
' ing his appointment on the faculty of their 


_ Bible Institute. 


q 
2 


: 


This missionary then asked his Board at 
home to be transferred to the Japan Mis- 
sion in Korea, so that he might work 
among the Japanese living in Korea, and 


- the Board granted his request. 


I had considerable information about his 


case by personal correspondence with mis- 


_ sionaries in Korea, and when my old friend 
Robert E. Speer asked me to tell him of 
,any unsound Presbyterian missionaries, I 
mentioned this man. What do you suppose 
Dr. Speer’s reply and defense was? Just 
oEee 


| is a graduate of Auburn 
eins a recognized Seminary of the 
Presbyterian Church, the appointment of 
whose professors, I believe, is ratified 
by the General Assembly. He was a 
member of the Korea Mission which, 
when he was at home on furlough... 
included his name in its estimates of 
field salary for the ensuing year .. . and 


schools and colleges. 
ing doubt upon the Word of God and some 
of its fundamental doctrines have created 
fertile soil for the progress of Bolshevism 
-and unbelief even within the walls of these 
\professedly Christian institutions. 


as well as in China generally. But back of 
all this and leading up to it, with sorrow 


»of heart, we are driven to confess that 
‘the character of the teaching in many of 
-our schools at home has helped to make 


ready this sad situation in China, by placing 
not a few missionaries on the field who 
have proven themselves unfitted to build 
upon the evangelic faith which the veteran 
missionaries of the cross have planted in 
China. This has especially been true of 
some occupying positions in mission high 
These men by cast- 


“Inasmuch as this upheaval has resulted 


in the return of a large majority of China 


‘missionaries to the home lands, we, with 
all humility and love, beg our Boards and 
constituencies at home by all means to 
avoid sending back to China any who hold 
Modernistic views. Surely, in spreading 
‘the Gospel, we have enough to meet in 
he ancient heathenism of China without 


introducing this modern philosophy in the ~ 


guise of Christianity which is calculated to 
deceive, if it were possible, the very elect. 


Therefore with hearts aching for the little © 


flock of Chinese already saved and the mil- 
lions yet in darkness, 


sponsible places to see to it that no more 
Modernists are sent out to China, for they 


can only discredit the integrity of the Bible — 


and undermine faith therein as the 
truth of God.” 


It will not do for our Predhyterien: RB, 
to say that this letter areecty “not at 


we implore our | 
friends and all friends of missions in re-— 


<A 
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to them, but only to other denominational 
boards, The continued place of Modernism 
in our Board and among our secretaries 
and our missionaries is too sadly evident. 


The Bible Union of China 


The formation of the Bible Union of 

: China in the summer of 1920 was an- 

| other welcome expression of conviction on 

; the part of true missionaries that a testi- 
mony to the old faith was imperatively 
demanded by the departure from the faith 
on the part of many missionaries in that 
great land. It declared its belief in the 
fundamental doctrines, and included in its 
program and purpose: “To present to our 

4 home boards and supporters the vital im- 

' portance of accepting for missionary serv- 

, ice only such candidates as accept the truth 

‘referred to above.” 

“Some years after the Bible Union of 
China had been formed and was function- 
ing effectively, only twelve to fourteen 
per cent of our Presbyterian missionaries in 
China had joined it. But one of these was 
Dr. J. Walter Lowrie, Chairman of the 
China Council of the Presbyterian Mission, 
North, Dr. Lowrie published a ringing 
statement of his personal position under 
the title, “Why I Joined the Bible Union 
of China.” The last of the six reasons 
he gave was as follows: 


And finally, I joined the Bible Union 

_ because isolated, individual opposition and 
- protest against the methods of the Mod- 
ernists is quite unavailing. Though unor- 
ganized themselves, they have the soli- 
darity of the ancient gnostics and of 
free thinkers generally. Their disinte- 
grating and depressing influence upon 
evangelical faith is like the effect of faint 
charcoal fumes upon a traveler lodging 
in a Chinese inn, gradually benumbing 
all his faculties. We who stand for the 
| old faith as we do for sunlight and the 
j seasons and the tides, must join hands. 


Yet the Board Insists that It Is 
True to the Old Faith 


But our Board of Foreign Missions will 
= have its answer for every criticism con- 
tained in this address, and for every charge 
that it and any of its missionaries are un- 
true to the old faith. Thus in his address 
before our General Assembly of 1933 Dr. 
Speer said, referring to criticisms of the 

- Board: 
All I can say to the Assembly is that 
._.. the Board has sought to act in ac- 
cordance with the dignity, sobriety, and 
honor of the Assembly and the Church. 


Our Board not only does not intend to 


keep Modernism out: if intends with per- 
sistence and tenacity to keep Modermsm 
and Modernists in. The case in Korea is 
one illustration of this; a more shocking 
case is the well known one of Mrs, Pearl 
Buck. Her blasphemous unbelief was her- 
alded to the whole world in her own pub- 
lished articles. In Harper’s Magazine for 
January, 1933, she - spoke of orthodox 
Christianity as a “narrow and superstitious 
form of religion.” She condemned mis- 
sionaries who tell the heathen, “You must 
. believe on the Lord Jesus and your sins 
| will be washed away.” In another mag- 
| azine article she wrote, “The serenity of 
| 4 e Buddha is Christ’s serenity.” Con- 
srning the Lord himself she says: _ “And 
if he never lived? What of that? 
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Whether Christ has a body or not, whether 
he had a time to be born in history and a 
time to die as other men have, is of no 
matter now: perhaps it never was of any 
matter.” 

Repeated demands were made upon our 
Board by true Presbyterians to dismiss 
Mrs. Buck from their missionary staff. 
Steadfastly the Board refrained from doing 
so. Finally Mrs. Buck herself resigned, and 
our Board, when accepting this arrogant 
unbeliever’s resignation, placed the follow- 
ing action on its Minutes: 


_ A letter was presented from Mrs. J. Loss- 

| ing Buck, of the Kiangan Mission, request- 
| ing to be released from responsible rela- 
| tionship to the Board. The Board had 
hoped that this step might be avoided, but 
in view of all the considerations involved 
-and with deep regret it voted to acquiesce 
in her request. The Board expressed to 
Mrs. Buck its sincere appreciation of the 
service which she has rendered during the 
past sixteen years and its earnest prayer 
that her unusual abilities may continue to 
be richly used in behalf of the people in 
_ China. 


In the face of such facts as have been 
given in this address,—and there are 
many, many more,—our Board issues 
statements from time to time declaring 
its uncompromising faithfulness and loy- 
alty to the Bible, the Gospel, the West- 
minster Confession of Faith, and the 
Presbyterian Standards. One such state- 
ment published by the Board says: “The 
Board has considered every definite com- 
plaint regarding missionaries, and has 
not found a single instance of unfaithful- 
ness. If there is one missionary of the 
Board who is not true to the central doc- 


trinal convictions of our Church, the Board) 
If anyone has evi-) 


does not know of him. 
dence of the unfaithfulness of a mission- 


Board will deal with it at once in a con- 


)stitutional way.” 


How can unfaithful Board members and 
unfaithful Board secretaries be expected to 
deal properly with unfaithful- missionaries? 

One reason for the continued and in- 
creasing prevalence of crime and the law- 
less activities of criminals in America is 
the fact that. in many courts of so-called 
justice the charges against criminals are 
dismissed and the malefactors go free. The 
same is true in our denomination: Mod- 
ernism is going unchecked in pulpits and 
presbyteries and seminaries, in our Foreign 
Mission and Home Mission Boards, and in 
our foreign mission fields, because it is 
well-nigh useless to bring charges in the 
ecclesiastical courts of our Church. Many 


of our denominational “judges” are them- 


selves committed to lawlessness and unbe- 
lief. 


Let Us Stand By True Missionary 
Testimonies, New and Old 


The attitude of our own Board is that 
of most denominational foreign mission 
boards today; and it is this that accounts 
for the forced but welcome formation of 
independent denominational boards, in addi- 
tion to the many true interdenominational 
and faith missionary societies. Ten years 
ago, for example, conditions in the great 
Church Missionary Society of England had 
become so hopeless that true believers with- 
drew and formed the Bible Churchmen’s 
Missionary Society. For a decade it has 
now ministered in foreign fields with great 
lessing. Its first annual report stated: 


ary, and will report it to the Board, the) 
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For years it had been known to many 
that, both at home and in the mission 
field, the trustworthiness of God’s Word 
Written and the accuracy of God’s Son 
Incarnate were being called in question. 
When such questions became prevalent, 
and published broadcast in the pagan 
press, then witness to these assailed truths 
became a paramount duty. 

When from the mission field, from 
most experienced and devoted mission- 
aries of all denominations, came a cry 
of pain and anguish, a beseeching request 
to the Home Boards to take steps to 
prevent the further proclamation of mod- 
ern view in the mission field, because 
“such teaching is fraught with the great-: 
est danger to the Chinese Church, threat- 
ening in the future its very existence,” 
then witness to despised truth became a 
stern necessity. 


The Association of Baptists for Evan- 
gelism in the Orient, Incorporated, is an 
independent Baptist mission organized and 
sponsored by those who believe with all 
their hearts in the New Testament message 
and methods in the proclamation of the 
saving Gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ. 

And the Independent Board for Presby- 
terian Foreign Missions has been organ- 
ized in order that a true foreign missionary 

| testimony may not vanish from the Presby- 
\terian Church in the United States of 
| America. 

A missionary of the Africa Inland Mis- 
sion, Paul Stough, spoke in the Monday 
prayer meeting in THE SunpAy SCHOOL 
Times offices this week, and told of the 
son of a chief of an African tribe who had 
been led to Christ as his Saviour and Lord. 
Being the eldest son, he was what we might 

' call the “crown prince,” and his father 
looked forward to making him his own suc- 
cessor at the head of his people. So his 
father, the chief, urged him to come back 
and assume the chieftainship which was his 
by right, and reminded him of the “bene- 
fits” of that office, including polygamous 
wives, riches, and the honor and respect 
of his people. 

The young African prince stood stead- 
fast for and with his Lord. About this 
time his wife gave birth to a baby girl. 
What do you suppose the young Christian 
father and mother named their little daugh- 
ter? They gave her an African name 
which means, in English, “The Kingdom 
Remains.” As Mr. Stough told us: “Here 
was a flesh and blood testimony that he, 
a prince in his own right, had definitely 
and finally turned his back on earthly 
riches and power in order that he might 
humbly follow the Prince of Peace in 
paths of lowly service.” 

Beloved friends, the Kingdom remains! 
Over and over again the entrenched forces 
of denominational and ecclesiastical organ- 
ization have demonstrated that they can 
continue to hold and exercise their official 
power. It is costly to differ with them; 
it is costly to separate from them. But, 
thank God, there is a mighty army of 
faithful believers who, with this young 
African prince and with the apostle Paul, 
are ready and glad to say, “But what things 
were gain to me, those I counted loss for 
Christ.” Earthly honors, prestige, recog- 
nition, leadership, fellowship, may have to 
be abandoned. y 


But — tHe KInGpomM REMAINS, — 


ee _— 
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March 23, 1935 


APRIL 7. THE HEAVENLY FATHER 


International Uniform Lesson.—Psalm 103:1-5, 10-14; Isaiah 40: 27-31; Matthew 6: 24-34; Luke 11:2; 


John 3:3-6; 8: 40-47; 14:1-31; Romans 8:14-17; Hebrews 12: 5-11; printed text, John 14: 8-24 
Golden Text.—Like as a father pitieth his children, so the Lord pitieth them that fear him.—Psa. 103 :13 


The portion of the text indicated by the International Lesson Committee 
or printing in the lesson helps is John 14 : 8-24 


Kinc JAMES VERSION 

John 14:8 Philip saith unto him, Lord, shew us the Father, and 
it sufficeth us. 

9 Jesus saith unto him, Have I been so long time with you, and 
yet hast thou not known me, Philip? he that hath seen me hath 
seen the Father; and how sayest thou then, Shew us the Father? 

10 Believest thou not that I am in the Father, and the Father in 
me? the words that I speak unto you I speak not of myself: but 
the Father that dwelleth in me, he doeth the works. 

. 11 Believe me that I am in the Father, and the Father in me: or 
else believe me for the very works’ sake. 

12 Verily, verily, I say unto you, He that believeth on me, the 
works that I do shall he do also; and greater works than these 
shall he do; because I go unto my Father. 

13 And whatsoever ye shall ask in my name, that will I do, that 
the Father may be glorified in the Son. 

14 lf ye shall ask any thing in my name, I will do it. 

15 If ye love me, keep my commandments. 

16 And I will pray the Father, and he shall give you another 
Comforter, that he may abide with you for ever; 

17 Even the Spirit of truth; whom the word cannot receive, 
because it seeth him not, neither knoweth him: but ye know him; 
for he dwelleth with you, and shall be in you. 

18 I will not leave you comfortless: I will come to you. 

19 Yet a little while, and the world seeth me no more; but ye 
see me: because I live, ye shall live also. 

20 At that day ye shall know that I am in my Father, and ye 
in me, and I in you. 

21 He that hath my commandments, and keepeth them, he it is 
that loveth me: and he that loveth me shall be loved of my Father, 

- and I will love him, and will manifest myself to him. 

22 Judas saith unto him, not Iscariot, Lord, how is it that thou 
wilt manifest thyself unto us, and not unto the world? 

23 Jesus answered and said unto him, If a man love me, he will 
keep my words: and my Father will love him, and we will come 
unto him, and make our abode with him. 

24 He that loveth me not keepeth not my sayings: and the word 
which ye hear is not mine, but the Father’s which sent me. 
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The Lesson as a Whole 


By Robert C. McQuilkin, D.D. 


President Columbia Bible College Father in me. 


Approach to the Lesson 
CHRISTIAN worker who has 
A prayed with scores of unsaved men 
noticed that invariably these men 
begin their prayers, “O God.” But when 
they have taken Christ as their Saviour, 


Vigords2 =. 


wants to have things demonstrated (John 
1:-43-45.,° 0*'5-7., 12; 21,. 22). 

Verse 10.—I am in the Father, and the 
A tremendous assertion of 
equality, and of the truth of the presence 
of Christ in Heaven as well as the pres- 
ence of the Father on earth in the Son. 
not of myself. That is, not 
from him as apart from the Father (cf. 
BIOs 305-0620 3 12tAO sclds 24) 
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John 14:8 Philip saith unto him, Lord, show us the Father, and 
it sufficeth us. 9 Jesus saith unto him, Have I been so long time 
with you, and dost thou not know me, Philip? he that hath seen 
me hath seen the Father; how sayest thou, Show us the Father? 
10 Believest thou not that I am in the Father, and the Father in 
me? the words that I say unto you I speak not from myself: but 
the Father abiding in me doeth his works. 11 Believe me that 
I am in the Father, and the Father in me: or else believe me for 
the very works’ sake. 12 Verily, verily, I say unto you, He that 
believeth on me, the works that I do shall he do also; and greater 
works than these shall he do; because I go unto the Father. 13 And 
whatsoever ye shall ask in my name, that will I do, that the F 
may be glorified in the Son. 14 If ye shall ask tanything in my 
name, that will I do. 15 If ye love me, ye will keep my command- 
ments. 16 And I will *pray the Father, and he shall give you 
another * Comforter, that he may be with you for ever, 17 even 


the Spirit of truth: whom the world cannot receive; for it beholdeth ~~ 


him not, neither knoweth him: ye know him; for he abideth with 
you, and shall be in you. 18 I will not leave you ‘desolate: I 
come unto you. 19 Yet a little while, and the world beholdeth me 
no more; but ye behold me: because I live, ®ye shall live also. 
20 In that day ye shall know that I am in my Father, and ye in 
me, and I in you. 21 He that hath my commandments, and keepeth 
them, he it is that loveth me: and he that loveth me shall be loved 
of my Father, and I will love him, and will manifest myself unto 
him. 22 Judas (not Iscariot) saith unto him, Lord, what is come 
to pass that thou wilt manifest thyself unto us, and not unto the 
world? 23 Jesus answered and said unto him, If a man love -ne, 
he will keep my word: and my Father will love him, and we will 
come unto him, and make our abode with him. 24 He‘that loveth 
me not keepeth not my words: and the word which ye hear is not 
mine, but the Father’s who sent me. 
1 Many ancient authorities add me. *Gr., make request of. 
® Or, Advocate. Or, Helper. Gr., Paraclete. ‘*Or, orphans. 
®Or, and ye shall live. 


American Standard Version copyright, 1929, by International Council 
of Religious Education. 
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mandments, The keeping of his command- 
ments is an evidence that we love him (13: 
345-152 12, 173 cf. 1 Johns 323,33 1s 9s) 


Verse 16.—I will pray the Father. (CE. 
14: 26; 15:26.) He shall give you another 
Comforter. The word is “Paraclete,” 
“One called to be alongside’; much more 
than a Comforter; One who will be to 
them all that the Lord was. The word 
is found only here, in 14:26; 16:7, and 


they pray, often without recognizing that 
they are doing so: “Father!” The first 
cry of the new-born soul is, “Father.” In 
this new series of lessons on “Some Great 
Christian Teachings,” the Committee has 
done well to begin with a study of the 
heavenly Father. For the foundation of 
all Christian truth is the being and nature 
of God. What is God like? The Lord 
Jesus came to answer this question. He 
revealed him as Father. 


The Historical Setting 

The ten lesson passages include a Psalm 
of David, about 1050 B. C.; a revelation 
concerning God by Isaiah, about 725 B. C.; 
messages of our Lord’s in the Gospels, 
from A. D. 27 to the day before his death, 
April 6, A. D. 30; a passage in Romans, 
written about 58; a passage in Hebrews, 
written about A. D. 68. 


Verse by Verse 
John 14:8—Philip saith unto him, The 


d of three notable questions in John 
(vs. 5, 22). Philip is the disciple who 


Verse 12—Greater works than these 
shall he do. The apostles did not work 
as great physical miracles as the feeding 
of the five thousand or the raising of Laz- 
arus; but the miracles of salvation were 
indeed greater. Because I go unto my 
Father. At the right hand of God all 
authority and power is his, and this ex- 
plains the greater works. 

Verse 13.—And whatsoever ye shall ask 
in my name, that will I do, There should 
be no period at the end of verse 12. The 
connection is that in answer to prayer 
Christ works the greater works through 
those who believe in him. That the Father 
may be glorified. As the Father was glori- 
fied by the works Christ did on earth, so 
these other greater works will manifest 
the Father and glorify him (John 11:4; 
139! 28% 133313, 173 1, 4;. Phil,..2:.11), 

Verse 14.—Ask any thing in my name, 
The union of the Father and Son and the 
believer is, the basis for the prayer of faith 
(cf. 15: 7-10), ; pS vig 

Verse 15.—/f ye love me, keep my com~ 


1 John 2:1, 


Verse 17.—The Spirit of truth; whom 
the world cannot receive. They received 
not the Saviour, so cannot receive his gift 
of the Spirit (cf. 1 Cor. 2:14). He dwell- 
eth with you, and shall be in you. The 
Holy Spirit was there, with Christ, and he 
would come in a new way to dwell within 
them after Pentecost. 


Verse 18.—I will not leave you comfort- 
less. “Orphans,” emphasizing their need 
of a Father, and the supply of this need in 
Jesus. I will come to you. Primarily re- 


ferring to his coming to abide in their 


heart when the Spirit is sent. 


Verse 19.—Because I live, ye shall live ie 
also, Describing the vital union with his 
people; his resurrection eternal life is ours 


(cfr, Petar: 3), 


Verse 22.—Judas saith, He is else 
called Thaddeus or Lebbeus, meaning “be- 
loved.” Thou wilt manifest thyself w 
us, and not unto the world, Referring 
the Lord’s words in verses 17 a1 
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‘ Dr. Robert E. Speer, 

The Board of Foreign Missions 
_of the Presbyterian Church 
pets in the U.S. A. 


and 


Modernism 


An Answer to the Memorandum of Dr. 
Robert E. Speer in Reply to an Overture 
to the General Assembly Adopted by the 
Presbytery of West Jersey, 
January 15, 1935. 


PREPARED BY THE REV. CARL McINTIRE 
April 11, 1935 


Overture 


Evidence, Memorandum, and Observations 
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FOREWORD 


Dr. Robert E. Speer, in his Memorandum reply to the Overture concerning 
Modernism in the Board of Foreign Missions adopted by the Presbytery of 
West Jersey, January 15, 1935, speaks only in his own name; yet he defends 
the Board at every point, and he is the Senior Secretary of that Board. 
My reply, therefore, must necessarily concern Dr. Robert E. Speer’s defense 
of the Board. I make this full and complete answer, not because I have been 
personally attacked by such a veteran as Dr. Speer, for I am nothing; but 
because the Gospel of Jesus Christ, which alone can save sinners, is at stake. 
The truth of the Bible and the honor and glory of Jesus Christ demand it. 
I almost tremble to face such an eloquent and dynamic leader as Dr. Robert 
E. Speer, but with a dependence upon the Holy Spirit and with a faith in 
God’s promise to honor His Word I speak with all liberty. 


The most significant thing about this Memorandum is that Dr. Speer 
defends the Board against every bit of the evidence of Modernism contained 
in the Brief submitted to the Presbytery of West Jersey. Speaking at the 
close of the Memorandum of the work of the Board, he asserts, “Unwise 
things are said and done but they are not all of one kind and the faults are 
not those charged in this Overture and argument.” He absolutely denies that 
any evidence of Modernism in the Board had been presented in the Brief, 
saying, “The arguments advanced ... are... untrue.” In the face of 
these blanket denials he does a very startling thing as he considers each 
specific point. Time after time he says, No, this is not “satisfactory,” and 
then immediately quotes Scripture to show that the Evidence presented to 
the Presbytery is really in accord with the Bible. This no-and-yes attitude is 
absolutely essential in the position of the Board. When a Liberal comes to it 
and asks about the Evidence, Dr. Speer can reply, “Do I not say in my 
Memorandum that this is satisfactory?” When a Bible believer comes and 
inquires about the Evidence he can reply, “Did I not say in my Memorandum 
that it is unsatisfactory?” The only one fooled by these answers is the Bible 
believer. The maintaining of “no” and “yes” at the same time toward that 
which is errer by a servant of Jesus Christ is intolerable. It is no longer 
necessary to cite document after document to prove that the Board of 
Foreign Missions supports and is indifferent to Modernism, one need only 
look at Dr. Robert E. Speer’s Memorandum. 


Dr. James M. Gray, writing in the “Moody Bible Institute Monthly” in 
January 1934, asks: 


“One is driven to ask in surprise, where is Dr. Robert E. Speer 
these days? Is he not still Secretary of the Board of Foreign Missions 
of the Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A.? Is he aware of these things? 
Has his voice been silenced? Is his influence nil? Within the memory of 
some of us his name was once a synonym for the Christian warrior. 
Has he permanently sheathed his sword? Speak out, honored brother. .. .” 


Dr. Speer has spoken out,—but as the defender of Modernism in the Board. 


It is important to observe that heretofore the general policy of the Board 
in the public defense of itself has been to hide behind the approval of the 
General Assembly. This is the defense the Board employed in regard to 
Dr. Machen’s 110-page brief of evidence, and Dr. Machen’s brief was not 
answered. But now Dr. Speer has come out into the open to defend publicly 
the position of the Board, and in so doing we have found to our consternation 
that his answer is as bad, if not worse, than the very things to which we 
have been objecting. 


Dr. Speer’s Memorandum is a subtle document, because Dr. Speer does 
not give the reader the Evidence to which he is replying, and since one does 
not have before him that which Dr. Speer is answering, he is not in a 
position really to judge Dr. Speer’s reply, but must accept his judgment. 
However, the present reply to Dr. Speer contains the full brief of Evidence 
presented by Mr. McIntire to the Presbytery, and Dr. Speer’s full reply, 
both as it is in its mimeographed form as sent to the members of Presbytery 
and its printed form as changed and added to for general circulation. 
Therefore, the reader has the facts before him and may judge for himself. 


Dr. Speer knows that facts are facts and evidence is evidence and that 
words, eloquence, or even bombast cannot alter them. He actually admits 
this in the subtle, yet surprisingly effective means that he employs to evade 
the facts. He is a master! May I list certain of these methods in a preliminary 
way, as each will be pointed out in the course of this answer: 


1. By an effort to obscure the facts. 


2. By the introduction of and dwelling upon matters designed to distract 
attention from the facts. 


3. By actual misquotations which misrepresent the facts. He accuses me 
of tearing passages from their context, but he not only takes points of Evi- 
dence from their context but actually changes sentences, which he is supposedly 
quoting from me. 


4, By a deliberate denial of the facts; yet the facts remain. 


5. By a warm patting on the back of the Presbytery as “a body of 
fair and just and open-minded men,” forgetting that this body, so “fair and 
just and open-minded,” adopted the Overture with only one dissenting vote 
after the Evidence—the books and pamphlets—presented was read to the 
brethren and they heard with their ears and saw with their very eyes the 
actual facts! The Presbytery adopted the points of the Overture seriatim; 
and, of course, it did not expect the Board of Foreign Missions or its 
secretarial staff to agree. 


6. By an attack upon me personally, even questioning my loyalty to the 
Scriptures. Has the time come when a minister in the Presbyterian Church 
cannot in all sincerity go before his own Presbytery and argue in behalf of 
an Overture to the General Assembly which his brethren approve, without 
being attacked personally by the great leader of the missions movement? 
Dr. Speer’s difference now is with the Presbytery of West Jersey. 


7. By a strong reminder to the brethren that they must be loyal to that 
which the General Assembly has approved, forgetting that the true loyalty 


which men must have to their Church is that loyalty to the great Head of 
the Church, Jesus Christ, and to the Book upon which the Church is built. 
Loyalty to Christ and the ministry of His Word is greater than any personal 
loyalty to Dr. Robert E. Speer and the Board which he represents! 


8. By a wresting of the Scriptures to support teachings not contained in 
the Bible. One fairly gasps as he realizes the lengths to which Dr. Speer 
has gone in his defense of Modernism. 


This document will deal with each point of Dr. Speer’s Memorandum 
and record clearer than ever the Modernism in the Board of Foreign Missions. 
The order in which the answers are set forth is: first, the quoting of the 
Evidence as presented to the Presbytery; second, Dr. Speer’s Memorandum; 
third, Observations. When we have compared the Evidence with Dr. Speer’s 
Memorandum we shall see that the facts remain. 


HISTORICAL NOTE 
(April 30, 1935) 


On January 15, 1935, the Presbytery of West 
Jersey adopted with only one dissenting vote an 
Overture to the General Assembly concerning 
Modernism in the Board of Foreign Missions. 
In support of the Overture the Rev. Carl Mc- 
Intire presented a Brief of evidence and read 
to the Presbytery from the documents cited. 
The Board of Foreign Missions immediately 
requested that the Presbytery receive a Com- 
mittee from the Board, composed of Dr. Chees- 
man A. Herrick, Mrs. John Harvey Lee, Dr. J. 
Ross Stevenson, Dr. Walter L. Whallon, and 
Dr. Peter K. Emmons. 


On March 5, Dr. Robert E. Speer sent a 
Memorandum reply to the Overture and to the 
Evidence to every member of Presbytery. 


A notice of reconsideration was given. 


On April 16, the Committee, accompanied by 
Dr. William L. McCormick, appeared and 
talked for two hours. Dr. Speer’s Memorandum 
was their position. When they had finished, 
the Overture was rescinded “without debate” 
by a vote of 51 to 38. No member of Presbytery 
was permitted to reply to the Board’s allega- 
tions or to point out that the Committee had 
failed to answer the Evidence. Against this 
tyranny and total disregard for the peace and 
purity of the Church a complaint, signed by 
more than the one-third required to stay an 
action, was entered with the Synod. 


OVERTURE 


The Presbytery of West Jersey respectfully overtures the 
General Assembly of 1935, 


1 instruct the Board of Foreign Missions that all literature 
published by or in the name of the Board be thoroughly evan- 
gelical and loyal to the doctrinal standards of our Church. 


2. To instruct the Board of Foreign Missions to refuse to sanction 
policies or to cooperate in union enterprises in which the essential 
doctrinal teachings of the Christian Faith, and of our Standards, 
such as, the full truthfulness of Scripture, the virgin birth of 
our Lord, His substitutionary death as a sacrifice to satisfy 
divine justice, His bodily resurrection and His miracles, are not 
maintained. 


83. To instruct the Board of Foreign Missions to take care to send 
out as missionaries only those individuals who believe the doc- 
trinal teaching of our Church without mental reservation, and 
to remove from the mission field any missionaries under its 
control who have given up their belief in the doctrinal teaching 
of our Church. 


4. To take care to elect to positions on the Board of Foreign Mis- 
sions only persons who are fully aware of the danger in which 
the Church stands and who are determined to insist upon such 
verities as the full truthfulness of Scripture, the virgin birth of 
our Lord, His substitutionary death as a sacrifice to satisfy 
divine justice, His bodily resurrection and His miracles, as being 
essential to the Word of God and our Standards and as being 
necessary to the message which every missionary under our 
Church shall proclaim. 


5. To give to the laymen of our Church to whom our Church appeals 
for funds answers to the evidence of modernism in our Board 
of Foreign Missions which has been brought forth. 
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EVIDENCE, MEMORANDUM. 
AND OBSERVATIONS 


Introduction to Evidence 


In presenting this Overture and a brief summary of some of the evidence 
of Modernism in our Board of Foreign Missions, I do so not because I 
want to—I had hoped that some one else in the Presbytery would handle it— 
but as a servant of Jesus Christ, I have to! I wish that I did not know 
these facts. 


In 1933 Dr. J. Gresham Machen presented a brief to the Presbytery of 
New Brunswick. That brief is entitled, “Modernism and The Board of Foreign 
Missions of the Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A.” (It may be obtained 
free of charge upon application to Dr. J. Gresham Machen, 206 S. Thirteenth 
Street, Philadelphia, Pa.) Dr. Machen’s argument has never been refuted. 
The Evidence which I am presenting here is additional to the evidence which 
he adduced in 1933. 


Overtures concerning the Modernism in our Board of Foreign Missions 
have been presented to the General Assembly, and the Assembly has said that 
the Board is worthy of full confidence. Yet, facts remain facts; evidence, 
evidence. The Assembly cannot alter fact, or make error truth. Therefore, 
‘if at first you don’t succeed, try, try again.” 


I present this Overture not because of any personal considerations, indeed 
such would dictate otherwise. Many of the names of the present leaders of 
our Church (who favor the policies of our Board, which I oppose) have 
been household words in my home from the time of my birth in a Presbyterian 
manse until the present. It is not the favor of men we must have, but the 
favor of God! 


My one hope, as we consider this today, is that we may all forget 
personalities, and sentimentalities, and look at the facts. Facts speak for 
themselves! If what I present is fact, then let’s face it as loyal servants of 
Christ. 


I present this Overture because I love with all my heart the hundreds 
of missionaries who believe and proclaim the Bible as God’s Word, and I 
know that the present policies of the Board undermine their life’s labor. 
I present this Overture because it will also center our attention on the cause 
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of the present controversy in the Church. I present this Overture because I 
love my Lord Jesus Christ and I believe there is only one possible way of 
salvation and that in His shed blood. 


CarL McINTIRE. 


Introduction of Memorandum 


On January 15, 1935, the Rev. Carl McIntire, pastor of the Collingswood 
(New Jersey) Presbyterian Church and a member of “The Independent Board 
for Presbyterian Foreign Missions,’ presented to the Presbytery of West 
Jersey an Overture to the General Assembly, supported by a written argument. 


[Dr. Speer here quotes the Overture which is given above.] 


The objections to this Overture and the accompanying argument are 
twofold. 


1. The language of the Overture implies charges which are not true, 
namely, that the Board of Foreign Missions is doing things which the General 
Assembly should instruct it not to do, and that it is failing to do things 
which the General Assembly should instruct it to do. 


2. The arguments advanced in support of the Overture are inadequate, 
misrepresentative and untrue. 


The purpose of this memorandum is to deal definitely with each of the 
five sections of the Overture and with the specifications advanced by Mr. 
McIntire in support of each charge. 


LITERATURE OF THE BOARD OF 
FOREIGN MISSIONS 


“The Way of Discovery” 


Evidence 


I. THE LITERATURE OF THE BOARD OF FOREIGN MISSIONS 


A. “The Way of Discovery,” by Winifred Kirkland, prepared as a 
series of five devotional talks for the Women’s Bible Class of 
the Riverside Church, N. Y. (Dr. Harry Emerson Fosdick’s 
church), and recommended in 1934 by our Board of Foreign 
Missions for devotional reading. 


Quotation—p. 19. “There has been only one human being 
brave enough to release within himself the full creative 
power of believing that God was his Father. But unless 
Jesus’ method of making himself divine can be imitated, his 
achievement is a mockery rather than a challenge.” 


This pamphlet is Unitarianism. Here the deity of Christ and 
the supernaturalism of Christianity is denied. Elder William A. 
Chamberlin, representing the Presbytery at the 1934 General 
Assembly, appeared before the Committee on Foreign Missions 
and heard Dr. Robert E. Speer defend this pamphlet. 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer 


Observations—Mr. McIntire 


Responsibility 


I. “The Literature of the Board of 
Foreign Missions” 


The charge is that literature is 
being “published by or in the name 
of the Board” which is not “thor- 
oughly evangelical and loyal to the 
doctrinal Standards of our Church.” 
Four specifications are given: 


1. Miss Kirkland’s “The Way of 
Discovery.” (1) It is charged that 
this pamphlet was recommended in 
1934 by the Board of Foreign Mis- 
sions for devotional reading. This 
pamphlet was never seen or passed 
upon by the Board of Foreign Mis- 
sions nor does it carry its imprint. 
It is named in a flier which does 
bear the imprint of the Boards of 


How can a Board withdraw a 
publication, recommend that publica- 
tion jointly with the Board of Na- 
tional Missions, and still not be 
responsible for its recommendation 
and use? The argument is that of 
the man who, when asked, “Did you 
marry that woman?” replied, “No. 
I did not marry her, but when I 
found out what a terrible woman 
she was I got a divorce. But really 
I do think she is quite all right.” 


National and Foreign Missions. This 
flier was prepared by the Women’s 
Committees of the two Boards and 
“The Way of Discovery” is sug- 
gested in it without comment for 
supplemental reading. (2) Two 
sentences are quoted by Mr. Mc- 
Intire from Miss Kirkland’s pam- 
phlet and it is charged on the strength 
of these two sentences that “the 
pamphlet is Unitarianism” and that 
“the deity of Christ is denied.” 
When attention was called to these 
two sentences the pamphlet was 
withdrawn by the Board of Foreign 
Missions. 


Woman’s Committee 


The Committee on Women’s Work 
acquiesced in this decision and ex- 
pressed regret that it had not 
noticed the possible implication of 
these sentences. 


What confidence can Bible be- 
lievers have in a Board with a joint 
Woman’s Committee with the Board 
of National Missions which does no 
more than regret “the possible im- 
plication” of a statement which 
contains on the surface an outright 
denial of the deity of Christ? How 
could such a statement ever pass a 
Christian committee in the first 
place? 


Doctrinal Standards 


The two sentences quoted, how- 
ever, are not a deliberated theologi- 
cal statement. 


Thus Dr. Speer unwittingly recog- 
nizes the necessity of this point of 
the Overture which asks. that 
whether literature or statements are 
deliberated or undeliberated they 
be thoroughly evangelical and loyal 
to the doctrinal Standards of the 
Church. This pamphlet is not. 


Perverted Scripture 


The two sentences quoted, how- 
ever, are not a deliberated theologi- 
cal statement, but when Miss Kirk- 
land speaks of Jesus “making 
Himself divine” and of His Imita- 
bility, and of His being truly hu- 
man, she can rest on such Scriptural 
passages as John 5:18; 13:15; 1 
John 2:6; 1 Peter 2:21; 1 Corin- 
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The most inexcusable thing is 
that after Dr. Speer admits the 
“possible implication” of these sen- 
tences, and the Board withdraws the 
book, he marshals to his side the 
Bible and proceeds to name texts on 
which he says Miss Kirkland’s heret- 
ical statements can rest. Have you 
looked up the passages he mentions? 


thians 11:1; 1 Timothy 2:5; Acts 
17: 31; Hebrews 4:15. 


I defy Dr. Speer or anyone else to 
show any passage in the Bible that 
can support the statement, “Unless 
Jesus’ method of making Himself 
divine can be imitated, His achieve- 
ment is a mockery rather than a 
challenge.” Please look up all of 
these passages. We shall quote the 
first four he mentions: 


John 5: 18—‘“Therefore the Jews sought the more to kill him, be- 
cause he not only had broken the sabbath, but said also that God was 
his Father, making himself equal with God.” 


John 13: 15.—(This is the incident of Christ washing His disciples’ 
feet. Beginning with verse 14—“If I then, your Lord and Master, have 
washed your feet; ye also ought to wash one another’s feet.”) “For I 
have given you an EXAMPLE, that ye should do as I have done to you.” 


1 John 2:6.—(Beginning with verse 5—‘“But whoso keepeth his 
word, in him verily is the love of God perfected: hereby know we that 
we are in him.”) “He that saith he abideth in him ought himself also 


so to walk, even as he walked.” 


1 Peter 2: 21.—(Beginning with verse 20—“For what glory is it, if, 
when ye be buffeted for your faults, ye shali take it patiently? but if, 
when ye do well, and suffer for it, ye take it patiently, this is acceptable 
with God.”) “For even hereunto were ye called: because Christ also 
suffered for us, Jeaving us an example, that ye should follow his steps.” 


To take such precious passages from their context in the Bible and put them 
together to prove that Jesus’ method of making himself divine should be 
imitated is as misleading as the man who went to the Scriptures for guidance 
and opened to Matthew 27:5 and read, “He went and hanged himself.” And 
then turned to Luke 10: 37, “Then said Jesus unto him, Go, and do thou like- 
wise.” And turning the third time, he read, in John 13: 27, “Then said Jesus 
unto him, That thou doest, do quickly.” Surely this wresting of the Scriptures 
to support antiscriptural truth is not the work of Dr. Speer. Yet it is his 


writing. 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer 


Observations—Mr. McIntire 


Unitarianism 


Miss Kirkland’s pamphlet does not 
pretend to be a theological docu- 
ment, and Mr. MclIntire’s represen- 
tation of it is unfair and untrue. It 
is not “Unitarianism.” It does not 
deny “the deity of Christ.” It recog- 
nizes Jesus as embodying the very 
attributes of God, as risen from the 
dead, as revealing God, both in His 
spirit and in His character, as the 
unique personality of history and 
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Equally as unbelievable, from Dr. 
Speer, is his assertion, “It [the 
pamphlet] is not ‘Unitarianism.’ It 
does not deny ‘the deity of Christ.’ 
It recognizes Jesus as embodying 
the very attributes of God, as risen 
from the dead .. .” Together with 
this he implies that the only two 
passages which are in error in the 
book are the two sentences given 
above. “Two sentences are quoted by 


as the sinless One. To call this 
“Unitarianism” is sheer irresponsi- 
bility. 


Mr. McIntire,” he asserts, ‘and it is 
charged on the strength of these 
two sentences that the ‘pamphlet is 


limited understanding, and such interpretation might have attributed 
to him a character made comprehensible, but perhaps utterly lacking in 
its original force and purpose. An unprecedented man might thus be 


Unitarianism.’ ” I repeat, not just on 
the basis of two sentences, which 
are an evidence of the fact, but on 
the basis of the pamphlet, “This 
pamphlet is Unitarianism.” That 
you may not think that this esti- 
mate of the pamphlet by Dr. Speer 
is correct, let us read more of the 
pamphlet. 


Page 6.—‘“Jesus, who pressed farther than any man into the un- 
known, was willing to pay the price of discovering God.” 


Page 25.—‘“There is a picture of the supreme Explorer which we 
should hang forever on the wall of our imagination because it reveals 
forever the motive of all spiritual discovery. The name of this picture 
might be Portrait of Jesus at Prayer. Its date is that of Jesus’ last evening 
upon earth. It therefore becomes a delineation, etched in strokes of 
tragic black, of a man who had spent thirty years in searching the secret 
road toward God. It flashes bare to us the altitude Jesus had reached at 
the end of his years of earthly pilgrimage. But most of all it declares 
the reason for his dauntless exploration of mystery—and the reason for 
our also following along that strange and lonely path.” 


Page 26.—“ ‘For their sakes,’ it is the key to all Jesus’ seeking after 
God.” 


The nearest that anything in this book comes to the deity of Christ are refer- 
ences to divinity, some of which are: 


Page 18.—‘‘Here and now we have only brief time and rudimentary 
faculties for examining God. The question therefore for the practical 
mystic to decide for herself is, What way of looking at God will make 
me myself most divine?” 


Page 19.—But unless Jesus’ method of making himself divine can 
be imitated, his achievement is a mockery rather than a challenge.” 


Page 23.—“If God’s chief purpose is that we shall develop into our 
own divinity, and so appease His hunger for comradeship in His creative 
love, then prayer may be His chosen means toward this end.” 


As to Christ embodying the attributes of God, the word “attributes” occurs 
only one time: 


Page 7.—‘The greatest risk God ever took was when he let Jesus, 
as an actual man, embody his attributes. Having of necessity to enter 
history at a definite date, such a man would have tended to appear more 
and more remote as century after century intervened between us and 
him. Also such a man would have been so dynamic and inexplicable that 
people could not have helped trying to explain him according to their 
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transmitted down the years under one guise or another at variance with 
his actual historic personality.” 


Think of our God taking a risk! And the attributes referred to here are clearly 
not those of the living God, of Him who is “infinite, eternal, and unchange- 
able, in his being, wisdom, power, holiness, justice, goodness, and truth.” 
Jesus is represented as nothing more than a man throughout this entire 
pamphlet. 


Page 17.—‘The greatest words in all the message of Jesus are the 
words ‘Our Father.’ ” 


Page 18.—‘To regard God as our Father is in itself a superhuman 
undertaking which seems to have strange power to develop our human 
faculties. Our possibilities require the spur of the impossible. 


“The responsibility of daring to be a child of a Divine Person is 
so terrible that no wonder many people refuse it, either by rejecting 
God entirely as an explanation of the universe, or by reducing Him to 
a mere force. Both methods of evasion are now popular, with a strange 
result.” 


Page 19.—‘‘There has been only one human being brave enough to 
release within himself the full creative power of believing that God was 
his Father.” 


Further we read: 


Page 23.—“Is there any surer way of acquiring faith than by pray- 
ing? Jesus is our best argument—first he dared to have faith in a benefi- 
cent Father, then he adventured this faith by asking a personal God for 
personal help, and receiving it!” 


Page 24.—“Many people have found many ways to God, but I can 
only humbly tell you of the ways I myself have found.” 


Cf. John 14: 6—‘“Jesus saith unto him, I am the way, the truth, and 
the life: no man cometh unto the Father, but by me.” 


When Miss Kirkland speaks of the resurrection she speaks of it thus: 


Page 8.—“But that rock was mysteriously rolled aside to meet the 
need of a group of women feeling their blind way toward a grave, to 
offer the tribute of their love. They set out all in darkness and groping; 
they returned in the glory of a Resurrection Presence at their side. If 
Mary Magdalene found a Master returned in power from a tomb thrown 
wide to welcome her humble approaching steps, so may we.” 


Page 17.—“If in this pitiful decade of human history, Christian 
women did nothing more than bring back to humankind the power im- 
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plicit in the words, Our Father, they would be making a resurrection 
announcement as great as was made by other women two thousand 
years ago.” 


The reference to Mary Magdalene in the former of these two quoted pas- 
sages might possibly, if we did not have the rest of Miss Kirkland’s dreadful 
booklet before us, be taken to mean that a real bodily resurrection is taught. 
But then, in the other quotation it all fades away again into the mists. Miss 
Kirkland actually says that if we without the bodily presence of Christ did 
something good today we should be making a “resurrection announcement” 
as great as that made by the chosen witnesses who actually with their very 
eyes saw the risen Lord on the first Easter morning. 


Furthermore, what does Miss Kirkland mean even in the former of the 
two quoted passages, when she says that the women returned with the ‘‘Resur- 
rection Presence at their side’? She cannot mean that Christ was actually 
walking with them in His risen body, since that is not said in Scripture! 
Therefore, “Resurrection Presence’ must mean to Miss Kirkland something 
other than bodily resurrection. Again we are back in the mists of Modernism. 
“So may we” today have this same “Resurrection Presence,” as Miss Kirkland 
interprets it for Mary Magdalene, at our side! It cannot be said that Miss 
Kirkland is speaking of the glorious truth of the indwelling of Christ by His 
Spirit in the believer. She is speaking of the first Easter morn and Mary 
Magdalene! 


There is no reference in Miss Kirkland’s booklet whatsoever to Jesus 
“revealing God, both in His spirit and in His character,” vague and unsatis- 
factory as that language would be if it did occur. We do hear of the “religion 
of Jesus,” and, “I believe his conception of God and his practice of prayer 
were the chief elements in his growth.” There is nothing about the third 
Person of the trinity, and the second Person of the trinity is denied as the 
great God of the Bible, and all that remains is Winifred Kirkland’s Unitarian- 
ism, which teaches that we should and may become divine as Christ became 
divine. Dr. Speer said, “To call this ‘unitarianism’ is sheer irresponsibility.” 
With these passages quoted will you judge as to where the irresponsibility 
rests? Is it I, or the Board of Foreign Missions, the steward of millions of 
dollars for the holy purpose of proclaiming to the world the Lord Jesus 
Christ, the eternal God incarnate who shed His blood upon the cross of Calvary 


for the sins of men? 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer Observations—Mr. MclIntire 


“No and Yes” 


(3) It is stated that Elder Wil- Elder William A. Chamberlin is a 
liam A. Chamberlin appeared before witness of what Dr. Speer said be- 
the Committee on Foreign Missions fore the Committee on Foreign Mis- 
at the General Assembly at Cleve- sions at the General Assembly. Dr. 
land in 1934 and heard Mr. Speer Speer may deny that he defended this 
defend this pamphlet. This is an pamphlet, but he cannot deny that 
error. Mr. Speer did not defend the here in black and white he defends it, 
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pamphlet. He did tell the Committee quoting, as we have seen, from the 
who Miss Kirkland was, and what Bible to support Miss Kirkland’s 
her noble spirit and influence were. statements. He may deny that he de- 
He stated that the two sentences fended the pamphlet before the Com- 
which had been picked out of the mittee on Foreign Missions, but he 
pamphlet were not an adequate cannot deny that, as he here asserts, 
statement, but that it was unwar- he persuaded the Committee that Miss 
ranted to infer from them that Miss Kirkland was “a loyal disciple of 
Kirkland was not a loyal disciple of Jesus Christ as her divine Lord and 
Jesus Christ as her divine Lord and Saviour,” and that her “writings” 
Saviour or that her writings did do “exalt Christ and lead men and 
not exalt Christ and lead men and women to Him in loving disciple- 
women to Him in loving disciple- ship.” The Committee accepted Dr. 
ship. Speer’s defense! Yet her own state- 


ment reads: 


Page 28.—“We know in our 
hearts that it was not for our- 
selves that we entered upon this 
our winter-long search for God.” 

She, together with the women of Dr. Fosdick’s church, searched all winter 
for God, and even suggested various means by which we could find God, not 
one of which was the atonement for sin in the Lord Jesus Christ. 


Here we have an illustration of Dr. Speer’s no-and-yes attitude. How can 
he say he does not defend her writings and at the same time quote Scripture 
in behalf of her writings? How can it be an error to say that he defended 
her work before the Committee of the General Assembly, when he himself 
says that she and her writings exalt Christ and lead men and women to Him 
in loving discipleship? This contradiction is in the Board of Foreign Missions of 
the Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A. It is the contradiction, the dishonesty 
of Modernism. 
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“Women and Missions” 


Evidence 


B. “Women and Missions,” April, 1934, published by the Woman’s 
Committee of the Boards of Missions of the Presbyterian 
Church in the U. S. A. The first article is, “Easter and the 
Women of Today,” by Winifred Kirkland. Introduction to the 
article says, “Miss Kirkland... is well known to church women 
through her books and writings on religious topics.” 


Quotation—p. 6. “What does the agony on Gethsemane re- 
veal except that Jesus saw human existence so beautiful 
that he could not bear to leave it?” 


This is Modernism. Cf. Matthew 26:38, 39: “Then saith he 
unto them, My soul is exceeding sorrowful, even unto death: 
tarry ye here, and watch with me. And he went a little farther, 
and fell on his face, and prayed, saying, O my Father, if it be 
possible, let this cup pass from me: nevertheless not as I will, 
but as thou wilt.” Also 1 Cor. 15:3: “. . . Christ died for our 


”? 


Sms... . 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer 


Observations—Mr. McIntire 


Responsibility 


2. The second specification is one 
sentence from a contributed article 
by Miss Kirkland in the issue of 
“Women and Missions” for April, 
1934. Once again it should be pointed 
out that the charge is that un- 
evangelical and disloyal literature 
is “being published by or in the name 
of the Board of Foreign Missions.” 
“Women and Missions” is not “pub- 
lished by or in the name of the 
Board of Foreign Missions.” It is 
“Published by the Woman’s Com- 
mittees of the Boards of Missions of 
the Presbyterian Church in the 
U. S. A.” and is under the super- 
vision of a sub-committee of these 
Committees but the Boards do not 
write it or censor its contents, the 
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How can Dr. Speer evade respon- 
sibility on behalf of the Board by 
contending that “Women and Mis- 
sions,” “published by the Woman’s 
Committees of the Boards of Missions 
of the Presbyterian Church in the 
U. S. A.” is not a publication issued 
in the name of the Board and for 
which his Board is not responsible? 
Is not the Board of Foreign Mis- 
sions one of the two Boards of Mis- 
sions of the Presbyterian Church? 
For what is the Board responsible, 
if not for its Woman’s Committees, 
sub-committees, editors, and joint 
publications! And, further, how is 
this to be reconciled with his state- 
ment made below that “it is a matter 
of regret to the women of the Board 


editor having the usual editorial 
responsibility. 


“One 


In response to requests for ““Wom- 
en and Missions” to state its stand- 
ards of evangelical belief the March, 
1935, number has a clear statement 
of this on the editorial page.* 

It is a matter of regret to the 
women of the Board that the sen- 
tence quoted by Mr. McIntire was 
printed and steps have been taken 
to have more care exercised in the 
future. 


ace Pe ee and Missions’’—March, 

Request has come that WOMEN AND 
MISSIONS state its standard of evangelical 
belief. We are always glad and proud to 
bear witness of our faith in the Lord Jesus 
Christ, the Son of God and the Son of Man, 
our only Saviour and Redeemer, to his aton- 
ing death and his glorious resurrection. Our 
standards of belief are the standards of the 
Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A. set 
forth in its Constitution. WOMEN AND 
MISSIONS is printed solely for the dis- 
semination of news about Christ’s Kingdom 
in this and other lands where our Presby- 
terian Church is at work, and is loyal to 
and reflects the faith of that Church and its 
Lord and Master. We have but one aim— 
to keep the women’s missionary organiza- 
tions informed of the work their missionaries 
are doing throughout the world, and to in- 
spire them, as far as may be, to support 
that work by their prayers and offerings. 
We, too, ‘‘press toward the mark for the 
ye of the high calling of God in Christ 
esus.”’ 


that the sentence quoted by Mr. Mc- 
Intire was printed and steps have 
been taken to have more care ex- 
ercised in the future?” Talk about 
irresponsibility! 


Sentence” 


Dr. Speer says, “The . . . specifi- 
cation is one sentence,” and thus he 
would lead you to think that I have 
quoted the only sentence to which 
exception could be taken, and even 
that was “torn” out of its context. 
The sentence quoted, however, was 
given only as a sample of the Mod- 
ernism of the article. Other samples 
are: 


Page 3.—‘‘What individual mes- 
sage, if any, has this Easter of 
1934 to you and me, everyday 
women living in this bewildering 
present? Enigmatic in the year 
1934 as it was in the year 33 A.D., 
Easter still stands out like a great 
interrogation point of fiery gold 
against surrounding darkness.” 


To the Bible believer Easter is not 
“enigmatic” or an “interrogation 
point,” either in 33 A.D., or 1934. It 
is a victorious exclamation! It pro- 
claims a fact of history which took 
place on the first Easter morn when 
Jesus Christ bodily arose from the 
grave. “Now is Christ risen from 
the dead, and become the firstfruits 
of them that slept” (1 Cor. 15: 20). 


Page 6.—“If we ourselves are 
immortal, so are those we love. 
We need not worry over them so 
sadly. Like us, they are indestruc- 
tible. They, too, are set toward 
some unguessed destiny. No longer 
fearsome, we may let our children 
move more freely, we may laugh 


with more genuine amusement at mistakes that are perhaps after all not 
so tragic. Our standards when we make decisions will not be measured 
by merely earthly reckoning. Our families will have gleams of our own 
far vision when they face their own enigmas. We shall give our loved 
ones more liberty to grow if once we are firmly convinced that the grave 


is not a finality, but a portal.” 


The flippancy of the sentiment here is in flat antithesis to the awful 
seriousness of man’s lost condition. Where does this place the need of re- 
generation, the demand that we be concerned and pray for the salvation of 
our “loved ones,” the teaching of the Bible that no “unguessed destiny” but 
either Heaven or hell awaits each person, depending upon his personal rela- 


tion to Jesus Christ as Saviour? (John 3:16.) God forbid the unbelief and 
darkness of such teaching: “the grave is not a finality, but a portal,” “set 
toward some unguessed destiny.” What can any declaration of “its standards 
of evangelical belief” in the March, 1935, issue of “Women and Missions” 
mean if articles actually repudiating it are printed? What kind of editor have 
we who says her paper stands for one thing, but publishes without comment 


an article declaring another? 


Context 


The sentence quoted, however, like 
practically all of Mr. MclIntire’s 
quotations, is torn from its context 
in a_ saintly woman’s devotional 
article on the Resurrection and im- 
mortality in which the Resurrection 
of Christ and the appearance to the 
women in the Garden are set forth 
with deep and reverent feeling. The 
paragraph from which the sentence 
is taken is as follows: 


“We women who try to accom- 
pany a risen Christ have his ex- 
ample for our reverence for earth- 
life. What does the agony on 
Gethsemane reveal except that 
Jesus saw human existence so 
beautiful that he could not bear 
to leave it? Why did he come back 
to earth except that by his risen 
Presence he might share with us 
the splendid responsibility of mak- 
ing all things new?” 


Dr. Speer declares that I have 
“torn” one sentence from a saintly 
woman’s article, and he therefore 
quotes two more sentences for the 
context. The other sentences do not 
alter in the slightest the one given 
in the Evidence; but they do illus- 
trate the fact that you cannot an- 
swer Modernism by quoting more 
Modernism. What does the sentence 
mean, “Why did he come back to 
earth except that by his risen Pres- 
ence he might share with ws the 
splendid responsibility of making all 
things new?” Dr. Speer says Miss 
Kirkland’s article deals with ‘the 
Resurrection of Christ and the ap- 
pearance to the women in the Gar- 
den.” If the risen Presence which 
came back to earth, as Miss Kirk- 
land asserts, came to share with us 
the splendid responsibility, then she 
is not talking of a bodily resurrec- 
tion, for such a risen bodily Presence 
does not exist on earth! Neither can 
it be said that Miss Kirkland is 
talking of the indwelling of Christ 
in His Church by the Holy Spirit, 
for the subject being discussed is 
the “appearance of Christ to the 
women.” We have the same kind of 
misty Modernism that Miss Kirkland 
expressed concerning the resurrec- 
tion of Christ in “The Way of Dis- 
covery.” 


Wresting Scripture 


There are many of us to whom 
this account of Gethsemane would 
be far from adequate but it is more 


I wish we did not have to write 
this paragraph. How can any man 
say that the sentence given in the 


Scriptural than some traditional Evidence above “has its support in 
and accepted interpretations (See Hebrews 5:7”? The Bible reads: 
Anderson’s “Filial Honor of God,” : 

. . Hebrews 5: 5-8.—‘“So also Christ 

PP- paige ee eet ee” a Ase glorified not himself to be made 

support in Hebrews 5: 7 and in such an high priest; but he that said 

an unquestioned orthodox book as unto him, Thou art my Son, to 

Stalker’s “Life of Christ,” §§153- day have I begotten thee. As he 

162 saith also in another place, Thou 

i art a priest for ever after the 

order of Melchisedec. Who in the 

days of his flesh, when he had 

offered up prayers and supplica- 

tions with strong crying and tears 

unto him that was able to save him from death, and was heard in that he 

feared; though he were a Son, yet learned he obedience by the things 


which he suffered.” 


Where, we importunately ask, is there in the seventh verse, or in this whole 
passage, a word that would “support” the dictum that “the agony on 
Gethsemane reveals that Jesus saw human existence so beautiful that he 
could not bear to leave it”? It was the cup that had been given Him to drink 
as our Substitute, suffering and dying in the room of the ungodly, that explains 
the agony of Gethsemane. How can such a treatment of Holy Writ be justified? 
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“The Never Failing Light” 


Evidence 


C. “The Never Failing Light,” by James Hall Franklin, recom- 
mended by the Board of Foreign Missions, 1933, as a mission 


study book. 


Quotation—p. 10. “Truly the light was shining in dense spir- 
itual darkness when Jesus began teaching men of all races, of 
all religions and all classes to look up to the Unseen as their 
Father and to practice love and brotherhood as the sum total 
of his requirements of his children.” 


The whole New Testament contradicts this statement. The 
Bible says in John 6: 28, 29: “What shall we do, that we 
might work the works of God? Jesus answered and said unto 
them, This is the work of God, that ye believe on him whom 


he hath sent.” 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer 


38. The third specification is the 
Mission Study Textbook of Dr. James 
H. Franklin entitled “The Never 
Failing Light.” The question of this 
book and of mission study textbooks 
in general was dealt with by the 
Committee of the Board in confer- 
ence with the Presbytery of Chester 
on March 13, 1934, and by the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Missions of the 
1934 General Assembly. 


Observations—Mr. McIntire 


Truth 


How can a mere conference with 
just a Presbytery, or the approval 
of the General Assembly, alter the 
fact that this book is thoroughly 
unevangelical and disloyal to the 
Standards of our Church? 


Southern Baptist Church 


This textbook has not been in 
some respects a satisfactory book, 
although the Southern’ Baptist 
Church, which is theologically one 
of our most fundamentalist denomi- 
nations, seems to have had no diffi- 
culty with it. 
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How does the fact that, as Dr. 
Speer asserts, one denomination had 
no difficulty with this particular book 
excuse our Board of its responsi- 
bility? If it is the case that the 
Southern Baptist Church approved 
of this book, what does that say for 
its orthodoxy? 


Published 


What does this expression “pub- 
lished by or in the name of the 
Board” mean? Dr. Speer continu- 
ally says the Evidence does not sus- 
tain the charge. It is clear from 
his numerous quotations of this ex- 
pression that Dr. Speer considers 
the word “published” to mean only 
printed “by or in the name of the 
Board.” However, the actual mean- 
ing of the word “published” not only 
means “printed” but, according to 
the first definition of the verb in 
Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary, it 
means “to make public; divulge; promulgate; proclaim.” The second definition 
treats of usage in law, and the third and last definition says, “to expose for 
sale, distribution, etc.; especially to print and to issue from the press, as a 
book, newspaper, engraving, etc.” Dr. Speer’s arbitrary limiting of the word 
“published” is only a quibble. Certainly, when the Board recommends literature 
it publishes the same throughout the Church. Certainly, when a woman stands 
before an entire Presbyterial and holds the book before the women, as was 
done in West Jersey, and tells them it is recommended by the Board, such is a 
making public of the book in the name of the Board. 


Once again, however, it should be 
pointed out that the specification 
does not sustain the charge; that the 
book was not “‘published by or in the 
name of the Board,” that the mission 
study books are not under the con- 
trol of the Board, and that Mr. Mc- 
Intire’s quotations give no just rep- 
resentation of the book as a whole. 


If these books are not under the control of the Board, why does the Board 
recommend them? Does the Board have to recommend something it does not 
want? 


The mere fact that Dr. Speer attempts to divert attention from these 
quotations to the book as a whole does not in any way alter the fact that 
these quotations, together with many others, show the unpalatable Modernism 
of the book. A chain is as strong as its weakest link. For a review of this book 
please see “Christianity Today,” October, 1933, the article by the Rev. Wilbur 
M. Smith, D.D., Editor of Peloubet’s Notes. 


Salvation by Works 


While his criticism of one of the 
two quotations which he cites is at 
variance with the plain language of 
our Lord Himself and of the New 
Testament: Matt. 22: 37-39; Mark 
12: 28-34; John 13:34, 35; James 
2214,°1718; 222, 24 honeeio=t0; 
1 Cor) 1391S; "Galo soto ae, 
John 4:5. 


My only criticism of this quota- 
tion was, “The whole New Testament 
contradicts this statement. The Bible 
says in John 6: 28, 29: ‘What shall 
we do, that we might work the works 
of God? Jesus answered and said 
unto them, This is the work of God, 
that ye believe on him whom he hath 
sent.” I quoted the very words of 
Jesus Christ. My criticism, Dr. Speer 
says, is at variance with the words of 
the Lord. Here Dr. Speer and I clash 
over the most fundamental issue, 
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What is the message of our Lord to fallen man? Dr. Speer, defending Dr. 
Franklin, would tell us that Jesus began teaching men of all races, all religions, 
and all classes, to look up to the Unseen as their Father .. .” No doubt there 
is a sense in which God as the Creator may be said to be Father of all men. 
But to say that the sum total of His requirements is for men to look up to the 
Unseen as their Father and practice love and brotherhood is to take the heart 
out of the Gospel of redemption and is in direct contradiction to the Word of 
God. The divine Fatherhood, which it is the glory of the Gospel to reveal to 
men lost in sin, is one which as lost sinners they do not enjoy. It is by redemp- 
tion, regeneration, and adoption that they become the sons of God. 


John 1:11, 12.—“He came unto his own, and his own received him 
not. But as many as received him, to them gave he power to become 
the sons of God, even to them that believe on his name.” 


To the unregenerate, Jesus said, “Ye are of your father the devil .. .” 


(John 8: 44). 


And further, Dr. Franklin believes that after men look up to the Unseen 
as their Father they are “to practice love and brotherhood as the sum total 
of his requirements of his children.” In support of Dr. Franklin’s assertion, 
Dr. Speer names such passages as these: 


Matthew 22: 37-39.—“Jesus said unto him, Thou shalt love the Lord 
thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy mind. 
This is the first and great commandment. And the second is like unto 
it, Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself.” 


John 13:34, 35.—““A new commandment I give unto you, That ye 
love one another; as I have loved you, that ye also love one another. 
By this shall all men know that ye are my disciples, if ye have love 
one to another.” 


James 2: 14, 17, 18.—“What doth it profit, my brethren, though a man 
say he hath faith, and have not works? can faith save him? ... Even 
so faith, if it hath not works, is dead, being alone. Yea, a man may say, 
Thou hast faith, and I have works: shew me thy faith without thy 
works, and I will shew thee my faith by my works.” 


Galatians 5:6.—“For in Jesus Christ neither circumcision availeth 
any thing, nor uncircumcision; but faith which worketh by love.” 


In Dr. Franklin’s statement and in Dr. Speer’s defense of it there is the 
devastating error of Modernism. It is the error of salvation by works, as old 
as the fallen heart of man, an error in direct antithesis to the Gospel of the 
grace of God. It forgets and denies man’s condemnation and total inability. 
From the obligation to love the Lord his God with all his heart and soul and 
strength and mind and his neighbor as himself, man can never be relieved. 
But man by sin is helplessly unable to do this, and is under the curse of God 
for the guilt of his transgression. Dr. Franklin’s summary of human obliga- 
tion is not even an approach to God’s standard. Dr. Franklin’s gospel (which 
is not a gospel) mocks our weakness and confirms our doom. Christ’s Gospel 
to men of all races, religions, and classes is, “Except a man be born again, 
he cannot see the kingdom of God.” “That repentance and remission of sins 
should be preached in his name among all nations.” “By the works of the law 
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shall no flesh be justified.” We are “justified freely by his grace through the 
redemption that is in Christ Jesus.” “This is the work of God, that ye believe 
on him whom he hath sent.” It is then and then only that love is begotten in 
our hearts; then and then only do we know God as heavenly Father; then and 
then only do we begin to fulfill the law which is holy and just and good. We 
come to “delight in the law of God after the inward man.” “Faith worketh 


itself out by love.” 


It is almost unbelievable that Dr. Speer should wrest so many passages 
to support the deadly modernistic naturalism which is so flagrantly opposed 
to historic Christianity and particularly to our Protestant heritage. Roman 
Catholics, too, like to quote these passages from the epistle of James, which 
Dr. Speer mentions, in support of their position that salvation is by faith 
plus works. Nevertheless, the correct exegesis of these passages supports the 
great evangelical position, “The just shall live by faith.” 


Now in perfect consistency with the thought underlying modernistic 
naturalism and Roman Catholicism is the ethic expressing itself in the tyran- 
nical mandate of the last General Assembly and of the disposition of the 
Board of Foreign Missions to use force to silence its critics. 


Evidence 


Quotation—p. 37. “What was the cross to him? Naught but 
an incident in the life which he had already laid down for his 
kind.” 


The cross was the pre-eminent thing in Christ’s life. He said, “The 
Son of man came ... to give his life a ransom for many.”—Matt. 
20:28. Cf. John 6:53; Eph. 1:7. 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer Observations—Mr. McIntire 
The Cross of Christ 


And as to the only other quota- If Dr. Franklin’s interpretation 
tion, about the Cross, the words and Dr. Speer’s defense were cor- 
quoted are not Dr. Franklin’s but rect, the cross of Jesus Christ could 
are quoted by Dr. Franklin from only be an incident. Since Dr. Speer 
Richard Wightman, and in using has taken the position he does above, 
them Dr. Franklin may well have it is not surprising, therefore, that 
had in mind Heb. 12:2; Matt. 10: he goes on to this further unbeliev- 
38:16:24: Col 1:24. John lui 7. able attempt to show that when Dr. 
18. Franklin quotes Richard Wightman’s 


statement, ““What was the cross to 
him? Naught but an incident in the 
life which he had already laid down 
for his kind,” he may well have had 
in mind Hebrews 12: 2: 


Hebrews 12:2.—‘“Looking unto Jesus the author and finisher of 
our faith; who for the joy that was set before him endured the cross, 
despising the shame, and is set down at the right hand of the throne 
of God.” 


How does this show that the cross was naught but an incident? 
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Matthew 10: 38.—‘“And he that taketh not his cross, and followeth 
after me, is not worthy of me.” 


Matthew 16: 24.—‘“Then said Jesus unto his disciples, If any man 
will come after me, let him deny himself, and take up Ais cross, and 
follow me.” 


What reference has this to the cross of Christ and it being naught but an 
incident? 


Colossians 1: 24.—(Beginning with verse 23—“If ye continue in the 
faith grounded and settled, and be not moved away from the hope of 
the gospel, which ye have heard, and which was preached to every 
creature which is under heaven; whereof I Paul am made a minister;”) 
“Who now rejoice in my sufferings for you, and fill up that which is 
behind of the afflictions of Christ in my flesh for his body’s sake, which 
is the church.” 


John 10:17, 18.—“Therefore doth my Father love me, because I lay 
down my life, that I might take it again. No man taketh it from me, 
but I lay it down of myself. I have power to lay it down, and I have 
power to take it again. This commandment have I received of my 
Father.” 


Please explain how these passages show that to Jesus Christ the cross 
was naught but an incident? It is unbelievable that Dr. Speer would take the 
Word of God to attempt to show that the cross of Christ was naught but an 
incident, when Christ said, “And I, if I be lifted up from the earth, will draw 
all men unto me” (John 12: 32). See also Luke 12: 50. Dr. Speer has completely 
overreached himself and defeated even his own purpose by handling the Word 
of God in this manner. 


Evidence 


The Woman’s Missionary Society of The Collingswood Presby- 
terian Church wrote Dr. Speer thus, “This book without question is 
so flagrantly modernistic and contrary to Scriptural facts that we 
cannot pass it by without a vigorous protest against its recom- 
mendation to us and others by the Board, and voicing to you our 
demand that you recall the Board’s sanction of this book, so subtle 
in its message. ... We call upon you, Dr. Speer, .. . recall it from 
the Board’s Book Stores, and thereby withdraw the Board’s en- 
dorsement.” Dr. Speer turned this letter over to Miss Gertrude 
Schultz for an unsatisfactory reply, and nothing was done about 
the book (see full correspondence appendix pages 95 and 96). 

Dr. Speer tells us at the close of his Memorandum that he has answered 
everything. There is no reference anywhere to this correspondence of the 
Woman’s Missionary Society with him. Neither does he give the correspond- 
ence. It is very significant that this group of women of their own accord saw 


the Modernism of this book, and on their own initiative took up the question 
with Dr. Speer. 
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“The Ministry of Silence and Meditation” 


Evidence 
D. “The Ministry of Silence and Meditation,” adapted from “Cre- 


ative Prayer,” by E. Herman, published in the name of the 
Board of Foreign Missions and recommended, 1934, for devo- 


tional reading. 


Quotation—p. 34. “We need to wrestle with spiritual prin- 
ciples, to come to grips with the ‘hard sayings’ of the Gos- 
pels and the tremendous Pauline paradoxes. Whether our 
ultimate intellectual conclusions be orthodox or heterodox 


matters comparatively little... .’ 


’ 


The entire Bible says that it makes the difference between 
Heaven and hell as to what a man believes. Cf. John 3:36; I 


JOUNE er oae 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer 


Observations—Mr. McIntire 


Intellectual Unbelief 


4. The one other specification cited 
is the publication “in the name of the 
Board of Foreign Missions” of Her- 
man’s “The Ministry of Silence and 
Meditation.” This was another pam- 
phlet recommended for devotional 
reading by the Women’s Committees 
of the Boards of National and For- 
eign Missions. Mr. McIntire quotes 
from it two sentences and utterly 
misrepresents the attitude of the 
writer. Mr. McIntire represents her 
as belittling the intellectual issues 
involved in Christian faith. Her po- 
sition is just the opposite. The two 
sentences quoted by Mr. McIntire 
are torn from the following context: 


“There is among us today a uni- 
versal reluctance to meditate upon 
the great Christian doctrines—a 
reluctance which, as we have 
hinted already, is almost wholly 
due to the unfortunate circum- 
stance that religious controversy 
has made us familiar with the ob- 
jections to these doctrines before 
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Do I represent the writer as “be- 
littling the intellectual issues in- 
volved in Christian faith”? This is 
the only charge he brings against me 
on this point. Please read the Evi- 
dence quoted above again. Dr. Speer 
has missed the entire point. I am in- 
debted to him for giving this fuller 
context in order that it may be even 
clearer. It is not a “belittling” of 
“intellectual issues” which the Evi- 
dence quoted above supports, but a 
declaration that, after we have intel- 
lectually come to grips with the issues 
of the Christian faith, it does not 
matter whether our ultimate conclu- 
sions be orthodox or heterodox. It 
does matter! This is the point. Dr. 
Speer has not met it. Great intel- 
lectual thinkers will perish simply be- 
cause their belief is heterodox and 
not in accord with God’s truth.’ I re- 
peat, “The entire Bible says that it 
makes the difference between Heaven 
and hell as to what a man believes.” 
The author says it does not matter 


we have had time to understand 
the doctrines themselves. We ap- 
proach them with a preconceived 
distaste. We are interested in the 
revolt of the modern mind against 
them (forgetting often that there 
has always been a ‘modern’ mind, 
and it has always revolted), and 
seem to find it difficult to realize 
that the things against which that 
mind revolts are, to say the least, 
not uminteresting either. Amid 
the babel of modern pronounce- 
ments on the Bible, we forget that 
the Book has a voice of its own— 
a message and a power that re- 
main untouched by the passage of 
time. To listen to that voice and 
test that power for oneself is well 
worth all the labor and discipline 
involved, and to do so one must go 
to the ‘great texts.’ It may be 


what you believe, just so you think 
something. Is this an “utter mis- 
representation” of the attitude of the 
writer, as Dr. Speer charges? If Dr. 
Speer sees that the author in this 
passage does not belittle “the intel- 
lectual issues involved in Christian 
faith,” why does he not also see the 
author’s desire that men face the 
issues with open face, and his intoler- 
able doctrine that whether the con- 
clusion reached be orthodox or hetero- 
dox does not really matter! Why does 
Dr. Speer here refuse to face this 
teaching? As to the author’s position, 
cf. 2 Thessalonians 2:11, 12. 


pleasant and soothing to meditate upon the mountain-symbolism of the 
Psalms, or on one of the many sweet humanities in which Scripture 
abounds; but such meditation will not go far towards enlarging and 
deepening our minds. What we need is not to muse upon the psychological 
significance of David’s playing on the harp when Saul was in an evil mood 
but to ponder on what Jesus meant when He said, ‘No one knoweth the 
Father save the Son, and he to whom the Son will reveal Him.’ We need 
to wrestle with spiritual principles, to come to grips with the ‘hard say- 
ings’ of the gospel and the tremendous Pauline paradoxes. Whether our 
ultimate intellectual conclusions be orthodox or heterodox matters com- 


paratively little; the one thing needful is to clear our minds of the small 


dust of popular controversy and approach the Book ‘with open face. 


999 


Topical Meditation 


“And this brings us to the sub- 
ject of purely topical meditation. 
Nothing can absolve us from ap- 
plying our minds to the great mas- 
ter-facts of the spiritual world— 
God, Christ, the Holy Spirit, man, 
sin, grace, death, judgment, the 
Church Holy and Catholic, the 
Kingdom that shall have no end. 
What do we really believe about 
these facts (what we do not be- 
lieve about them would probably 
fill a volume, but is of little real 
concern, humbling though that 
fact may be to us), and what is the 
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As to this further paragraph and 
each question on topical meditation 
given by Dr. Speer, we need only 
note carefully each topic and then re- 
member the author’s dictum that 
“whether our ultimate intellectual 
conclusions be orthodox or heterodox 
matters comparatively little.” This 
is in full accord with the philosophy 
embraced by the Board and the Gen- 
eral Council, “Believe as you may, 
but do as we say.” 


| 
| 


effect of our belief upon our life? To meditate upon, e.g., the nature 
of God is not to construct a theory of the Divine Nature, but to come into 
vital touch with God Himself through the intelligence. In the course of 
such a meditation, we shall ask ourselves some searching questions: ‘What 
do I really believe about God when I am alone, in my private and secluded 
heart? What do I believe about Him in times of trouble and crisis? What, 
in other words, is my working faith—the faith I instinctively apply to the 
problems of life? How much of the teaching to which I assent as a mem- 
ber of the Church, or of the sentiments I occasionally express in a study- 
circle or other meeting, has really entered into the fiber of my being?’” 


Pertinent Questions 


These are pertinent questions for 
men who misrepresent their fellow 
Christians. And one wonders whether 
Mr. McIntire has really read the docu- 
ments which he quotes. Whether he 
has done so or not, his use of them 
is illegitimate and unfair. 


[The next sentence is not in the 
mimeographed Memorandum but was 
added in the printed one.] 

Moreover, not one of them is a 
direct or official utterance of the 
Board. 


Indeed these are pertinent ques- 
tions, not only for men who misrepre- 
sent their brethren but for every man 
who has to stand before a holy and 
righteous God. The acceptance of the 
right answer to them means life and 
Heaven. The acceptance of false an- 
swers to them means death and hell, 
and it is in order that the Board of 
Foreign Missions may give to the 
Church and to the heathen the right 
answers and not the false that such 
an Overture as this is imperative. 
Not only have I carefully read (which 
Dr. Speer questions) all of these 


documents, but I have seen, Preee God, and have endeavored in loyalty to him 
to point out that they represent blatant Modernism in the Board of Foreign 
Missions, which Modernism Dr. Speer now so sternly and resolutely defends. 
If the Board of Foreign Missions is not responsible for its work it is time 
we had a Board that realizes this responsibility. 


Evidence 


How can a man who believes the Bible and the Constitution of 
the Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A., and who loves Jesus 
Christ, tolerate such literature when immortal souls and the Word 


of God are at stake? 


Observations—Mr. McIntire 


The Evidence presented here comes from various departments of mission- 
ary literature—missionary textbooks, devotional readings, and women’s publi- 
cations; and the various samples cited are so clearly modernistic that it cannot 
in truth be said that they are “inadequate, misrepresentative, and untrue.” 
After the analysis given above we can only declare, “The facts remain.” But 
not only do the facts presented in the Evidence remain, but the additional 
fact is now evident: Dr. Robert E. Speer, Senior Secretary of the Board, 


defends this Modernism! 


UNION AND COOPERATIVE WORK 
University of Nanking 


Evidence 


II. UNION AND COOPERATIVE WORK 


A. University of Nanking, China. The Board of Foreign Missions 
cooperates with the University of Nanking, Minutes of G. A. 
1934, p. 82. On the Board of Founders of Nanking University, 
according to 1931 catalogue, are officers Robert E. Speer, 
president, and James H. Franklin, vice-president (Author of 
“The Never Failing Light’); representing the Presbyterian 
Church in the U. S. A., George T. Scott, secretary Foreign 
Department Board of Foreign Missions, and Eben B. Cobb, 
member of Board of Foreign Missions. 


Cleland B. McAfee at the Synod of New Jersey 1934 called 
Nanking University “our university.” 


What Is Taught in the Department of Religion 


1. Course 133, page 122, 1931 catalogue, “The Life and Teach- 
ings of Jesus.” Textbook “Jesus of Nazareth,” by George A. 
Barton. 


Quotation—p. 390. “The nature of his [Jesus’] resurrection 
is not so certain. Many doubtless think that they understand 
it until they begin to study the subject. Was his body which 
was buried in the tomb actually reanimated? Were those 
chemical processes which begin in the tissues after the spirit 
has left the body actually reversed in his case? Or was it 
simply the spirit of Jesus which made itself manifest to the 
spirits of his disciples? These are questions which we wish 
that we might answer, but in the present state of our knowl- 
edge no convincing answer is possible.” Cf. 1 Cor. 15: 14, 
“If Christ be not risen, then is our preaching vain, and your 
faith is also vain.” 


Quotation—p. 266. “It is quite unnecessary to suppose that 
Lazarus was really dead; that was only the belief of Pal- 
estinian peasants.” Cf. John 11:14, “Then said Jesus unto 
them plainly, Lazarus is dead.” John 11: 43, 44, “... he cried 
with a loud voice, Lazarus, come forth. And he that was 
dead came forth.” 


This book is a denial of historic and Biblical Christianity. It 
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rejects the supernatural. Our Board cooperates with and 
furthers such teaching! 


2. Course 136, p. 122, 1931 catalogue, “The Modern Use of the 
Bible.” Textbook “Modern Use of the Bible,” by Harry Emer- 
son Fosdick. 


Excerpts from “The Deadly Parallel” 


A Comparison of Thomas Paine’s “Age of Reason” with Harry 
E. Fosdick’s “Modern Use of the Bible,” by George H. Dowkontt, 
M.D. 


The Resurrection of Christ, p. 23. 
Paine 


“The story of the appearance of Jesus Christ is told with that 
strange mixture of the natural and impossible that distinguishes 
legendary tale from fact. He is represented as suddenly coming in 
and going out when the doors are shut, and of vanishing out of sight 
and appearing again, as one would conceive of an unsubstantial 
vision; then again he is hungry, sits down to meat, and eats his 
supper” (pp. 160, 161). 

Fosdick 


“We may not know what to make of narratives about his eating 
fish after his resurrection, passing through closed doors, and offer- 
ing his hands and feet to the inquiring Thomas” (p. 164). 


“T do not believe in the physical return of Jesus” (p. 104). 


“Have done with your theological Christ and give us back Jesus 
the ethical teacher” (p. 245). 


“The Deadly Parallel’ compares the two books all the way 
through! 

Nov. 9, 1934, I wrote Dr. McAfee asking him to explain the co- 
operation of our Board with a university that taught such doctrines. 
In his reply, which he requested that I not quote, he defended the 
policy of the Board. In my reply to him, Nov. 28, 1934, I asked, 
“Which is the more important, cooperation or truth?” Truth can 
never be sacrificed for the mere sake of cooperation. Dr. McAfee 
later wrote me that one of our missionaries at Nanking University 
had just written him saying that the head of the Department of Re- 
ligion had said that they were no longer using Dr. Fosdick’s book. It 
is not the particular book that I object to, but the teachings contained 
in this book. The 1931 catalogue says that Dr. Fosdick’s book is in 
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use and the Board is just now finding out that the university has 
discontinued that particular textbook. In reply to my request that he 
find out for us from Nanking why the book was withdrawn he wrote, 
Dec. 8, 1934, “I do not know why Dr. Fosdick’s book was withdrawn 
at Nanking, but it might easily be because missionaries did not find 
its teaching satisfactory at the points where they are most concerned. 
I would hardly expect you to believe that because your tendency 
would be to think rather adversely of the missionaries, but my ex- 
perience with them is more favorable than yours and I think they 
would want the book withdrawn.” How does Dr. McAfee know that 
the missionaries wanted it withdrawn when he says, “I do not know 
why”? The department may have found a better substitute. Besides, 
is it not the concern of the Board what is taught in the institutions 
with which it cooperates? It was not the missionaries which I asked 
him about, but the cooperation of the Board with Nanking Univer- 
sity. It is to be regretted that he accuses me of thinking “adversely” 
of missionaries. 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer Observations—Mr. McIntire 


Dr. Fosdick 


II. Union and Cooperative Work Dr. Speer correctly notes that a 


typographical error in the mimeo- 


1. The first specification under the graphed copy of the Evidence would 
second charge has to do with the lead one to think Dr. Franklin was 
University of Nanking and begins a representative of the Board. This 
with a statement that seems to im- was corrected in the additional 
ply that Dr. James H. Franklin is copies printed. Since Dr. Speer is so 
one of the representatives of the quick in noticing a comma out of 
Presbyterian Board on the Board place, we could only wish that he 
of Founders of the University. This would be as quick in recognizing 
must be an error in punctuation.* Modernism! 

Dr. Franklin has never been a rep- 
resentative of the Board. He is a It is inconceivable that these 
Baptist and is now the President of books mentioned as textbooks in the 
Crozer Theological Seminary. The University of Nanking could be un- 
charge in paragraph two of the satisfactory “to us as _ Presby- 
Overture is that the Board is co- terians” and at the same time not 
operating in union enterprises in be unsatisfactory to any Christian 
which “the essential doctrinal teach- man. How can Dr. Speer excuse the 
ings of the Christian faith” are not Board for not knowing that such 
maintained. The only proof offered * books were used as texts in the Uni- 
in the case of the University of versity when it is the Board’s re- 
Nanking is that in the catalogue of sponsibility to know that true 
1931 Professor George A. Barton’s Christian teachings are maintained 
“Jesus of Nazareth” and Dr. Harry in institutions with which it cooper- 
Emerson Fosdick’s “The Modern ates? Four years after the cata- 
logue was issued informing the 
* The punctuation is changed in Mr. Mc- world of the approval of such teach- 


Intire’s printed leaflet. 
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Use of the Bible” are cited in the 
courses in the Department of Re- 
ligion. To us as Presbyterians these 
books are not satisfactory, but it 
was not known to the Board that 
these books were in the course at 
the time. Dr. Fosdick’s book was 
dropped some years ago. We cannot 
speak definitely of Dr. Barton’s 
book, whose alleged use is now un- 
der investigation, but we can affirm 
unequivocally that “the essential 
doctrinal teachings of the Christian 
faith” are maintained in the Uni- 
versity. The Rev. W. R. Wheeler, 
for some years a missionary in 
China and then a Seeretary of the 
Board, was reappointed to China in 
1932 in order to strengthen the dis- 
tinctively evangelical and evangel- 
istic character of the University of 
Nanking. Mr. Wheeler, with the help 
of earnest Chinese associates, is do- 
ing his utmost to increase the mis- 
sionary influence and power of this 


University whose campus is stained - 


with the blood of its Christian 
martyrs who bore witness to their 
faith in life and in death. 


ings as contained in these texts 
the Board begins to take up the 
question of the use of such texts. 
Dr. Speer admits that he does not 
know about the use of Dr. Barton’s 
book. From Dr. McAfee’s correspond- 
ence mentioned above we learned 
that only after Dr. McAfee first de- 
fended the use of Dr. Fosdick’s book 
did he hear that it was no longer in 
use. Dr. Speer brushes aside all the 
evidence dealing with Dr. Fosdick’s 
book by saying, “Dr. Fosdick’s book 
was dropped years ago.” Yet upon 
Dr. McAfee’s own admission the 
Board did not know this until re- 
cently. 

What will Dr. Speer say of his 
estimate of Dr. Fosdick’s books 
given in the report of the Committee 
on Cooperation in Latin America, 
which report he signed as Chairman 
of the Committee? The report men- 
tions among “the outstanding ac- 
complishments of the Book Depart- 
ment” the securing of the publica- 
tion in Spanish of “several books 
by Dr. Harry Emerson Fosdick and 
other American authors.” 

See Foreign Missions Conference 
of North America, 1932, Report of 
the Thirty-Ninth Annual Meeting, 
January, 1932, p. 92. Dr. Speer’s 
name is appended to the Report on 


page 114, as Chairman of the Committee, together with that of Samuel G. 
Inman, as Secretary. The Committee appears in the Report of the Board of 
Foreign Missions of the Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A., 1932, p. 217, as 
part of the “Union and Cooperative Foreign Mission Work of the Presbyterian 


Church U. S. A.” 


Yet the divergence of Dr. Fosdick’s teaching from the Bible and from the 
faith of the Presbyterian Church is perfectly well known. 


If Dr. Speer does not know whether Dr. Barton’s book is in use or not, 
how can he affirm so “unequivocally” that “the essential doctrinal teachings of 
the Christian faith” are maintained in the University? If his estimate of the 
essential doctrinal teachings corresponds with his defense of the literature of 
the Board, as we have just observed, then the teaching in the University could 
deny the deity of Christ, His bodily resurrection, accept Unitarianism, and still 


maintain the “essentials.” 


One cannot help but observe that Dr. Speer passes in silence the account of 
the correspondence with Dr. McAfee. Truth is more important than cooperation. 


The National Christian Council of India 


Evidence 


B. The National Christian Council of India. The Board of Foreign 
Missions cooperates with the National Christian Council of 
India. See Min. G. A. 1934, Part 2, p. 85. In 1933 a pamphlet 
entitled, “The Jesus of History,” by J. R. MacPhail, M.A., 
was published in the name of this Council. The antichristian 
character of the pamphlet may be judged by the following 


quotations. 


Quotation—p. 1. “The evangelists [writers of the Gospels] 
were not miraculously safeguarded from error as they wrote, 
any more than we are as we read. The Gospels in many 
points, some of them important, contradict one another.” 


Quotation—p. 3. “Each age has to find afresh its own idea 
of Jesus, and the idea for this age still eludes us.” 


Quotation—p. 12. “It is not much use, in the twentieth cen- 
tury and in India, to try to justify the dogmas of orthodox 
Christianity in their traditional shape . .. they were formu- 
lated in terms of a philosophy and a science which have been 


long abandoned.” 


It is to propaganda like this that money given to the glory of 
our Lord Jesus Christ is going. 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer 


Observations—Mr. McIntire 


“The Jesus of History” 


2. The second specification is the 
pamphlet by the Rev. J. R. McPhail 
entitled “The Jesus of History,” 
which Mr. McIntire says was “pub- 
lished in the name of the National 
Christian Council of India.” The 
pamphlet was published for the 
Council by the Christian Literature 
Society of India. As soon as the 
officers of the Board learned of this 
tract, the matter was taken up with 
the National Christian Council, and 
its Secretary, the Rev. J. Z. Hodge, 
replied as follows: 


“The Council itself had no di- 
rect connection with the publica- 
tion of the tract. The expenditure 
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The Rev. J. Z. Hodge, whom Dr. 
Speer quotes, tells us that “The 
Jesus of History” was sent out “in 
the name of the Council.” This is a 
reply to Dr. Speer’s contention that 
it is “scarcely correct” to say as I 
did that the tract was “published in 
the name of the National Christian 
Council.” The name “National Chris- 
tian Council of India” is printed 
on the tract. One wonders why Dr. 
Speer takes up this space with such 
considerations. 


The Board, according to the 1934 
Minutes of the General Assembly, is 
not cooperating with just “the gen- 
eral fund of the National Christian 


incurred was met from a special 
fund and did not fall on the gen- 
eral funds of the Council. If a 
mistake was made, the responsi- 
bility rests with the Secretaries 
who inadvertently let the tract go 
out in the name of the Council. 
This will not happen again. I need 
not say that did I not believe 
that the National Christian Coun- 
cil held by the great verities of 
the Christian Faith, my connec- 
tion with it would be impossible.” 


The missionaries of the Board in 
India also at once took exception to 
the tract, and it was immediately 
withdrawn. 


Council” . but with The National 
Christian Council of India, Burma, 
and Ceylon. The Board of Foreign 
Missions by its cooperation lends its 
name and the witness of the Pres- 
byterian Church in the U. S. A. to 
the whole work of the Council. Be- 
sides, are not the secretaries, who 
select the literature, maintained by 
the Council as a whole? How does 
this relieve responsibility? 


Poison Food 


Once again, however, a careful 
reading of the tract will show how 
misrepresentative Mr. MclIntire’s 
quotations are. The tract is not sat- 
isfactory to us but its writer is an 
ordained minister of the Church of 
Scotland, and the tract contains such 
statements as the following under 
the heading of “The Divinity of 
Jesus”: 


“The story does not end with 
the death of Jesus: it would be 
nearer the truth to say that it 
only begins there. We have still 
to tell of the resurrection.” 


“Here, plainly seen as nowhere 
else, was the true light ‘which 
lighteth every man that cometh 
into the world,’ of which all the 
other lights are only an effulgence 
or a reflection; here was not only 
a particular manifestation of 
beauty and goodness and truth, 
but their very source. Others can 


It is gratifying to see that Dr. 
Speer recognized this document as 
“unsatisfactory.” But one is at a 
loss to understand why he proceeds 
immediately to attempt to demon- 
strate the orthodoxy of the docu- 
ment. Does the fact that an ordained 
minister of the Church of Scotland 
wrote it prove the tract orthodox in 
its statements? Does the fact that 
Dr. Speer can quote other passages 
which he interprets as orthodox 
make the heretical utterances any 
different? Such considerations would 
indicate that the tract is even more 
deceptive and dangerous. The Devil 
has a way of taking milk, putting 
poison in it, and calling it “milk.” 


out. It was not Jesus revealing God that they saw, so much as God reveal- 
ing himself.” 


“He learned obedience, he did God’s will: yet it was God acting through 
him in everything. It is a paradox, a contradiction, and is boldly pro- 
claimed as such in the Athanasian Creed: ‘Perfect God, and perfect Man.’” 


“No one was ever convinced, in this matter, one way or the other, by 
historical evidence alone. Those who disbelieve, disbelieve because they 
have made up their minds that nothing of the kind could happen: and 
those who believe, believe because they have known the power of Jesus 
in their own lives.” 


Inaccuracy 


Mr. MclIntire’s statement that 
money of the Board was expended 
on the publication of this pamphlet 
is evidently made in ignorance and 
is untrue. 


When Dr. Speer utters the words 
we have just read he actually states 
that I say something which I never 
said at all. The only statement to 
which he can refer above is this, “It 
is to propaganda like this that money 
given to the glory of our Lord Jesus 
Christ is going.” Anyone reading Dr. 
Speer’s statement without seeing 
the Evidence would receive a wrong 
impression. Why does Dr. Speer rep- 
resent me thus? 


Furthermore, we must not be led to think from Dr. Speer’s representation 
that this tract is the only “slip” and that there are not other tracts issued by 
the same Council which reveal the destructive antichristian activities of the 
Council. I quote from another, “Interpreting the Cross”: 


“The cross is not, as it is sometimes supposed, a penalty paid by Jesus 
for all men to a righteous God ...a God of love needs neither a propitia- 
tion nor a substitution. ... Neither does God’s righteousness demand the 
punishment of the sinner... . It is inconceivable that a God of love whom 
Jesus reveals should insist on the penalty being paid, if not by all men, 
at least corporately for all men by Jesus Christ.” 


point us towards God, but here is God incarnate. Others are to be judged, 
but he judges. Others are to be admired, but he is to be worshipped. Of 
no one else would we say, ‘Him alone will I follow.’ ‘Lord,’ said Peter, ‘to 
whom shall we go? Thou hast the words of eternal life!’” 


“The Church Councils felt moreover that this good life was not the 
lonely adventure of one particular man: it was of God’s making through- 
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Forman Christian College 


Evidence 


C. Forman Christian College, India. The Board of Foreign Mis- 


sions cooperates with the Forman Christian College, Min. 
G. A. 1934, Part 2, p. 84. 


The statistics given of this college in “Laymen’s Foreign Mis- 
sions Inquiry, Regional Reports, India-Burma,” Vol. 1, Supple- 
mentary Series, Part One, Orville A. Petty, Editor, give us on 
p. 172 the astonishing information: There are 1,063 students, 
only 37 of whom are Christians. Of the native professors 28 
are non-Christians; only 13 are Christians. The non-Christian 
teachers out-number the Christian 2 to 1. 


In an attractive folder published by the Board of Foreign Mis- 
sions, “Does India Need Forman Christian College?” we read, 
“Many a Hindu and Mohammedan student of Forman Chris- 
tian College goes out a nominal Hindu or Mohammedan.” What 
else could be expected? “But his conscience has been made more 
sensitive. In his years in the college something has happened 
to him—Christ has captured at least part of his life [italics 
ours]. He is unwilling to surrender wholly to Him as yet. He 
feels that would be a violent break with his past [certainly 
would!] and the Indian is the most conservative of humans by 
nature.” This is polished paganism. To make such a statement 
is to do violence to the necessity of regeneration. Yet our 
Board holds this up as one of the great activities of our mission 
work. 


Cf. John 3: 3, 7—“Jesus answered and said unto him, Verily, 
verily, I say unto thee, Except a man be born again, he cannot 
see the kingdom of God... Marvel not that I said unto thee, 
Ye must be born again.” 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer Observations—Mr. MclIntire 


Non-Christians—The New Birth 


That third specification is What Dr. Speer has to say in 


the employment of non-Christian 
teachers in Forman Christian 
College, Lahore, India. It is true 
that there are non-Christian 


defense of the non-Christian teachers 
of Forman Christian College is in- 
deed one of the most revealing utter- 
ances of his entire Memorandum. 


teachers in this College, and this is 
to be regretted, but not one dollar 
of the Board’s money is used in the 
employment of these non-Christian 
teachers in this particular College. 
The College is entirely supported by 
the fees of students and Government 
grants. The only money expended in 
its maintenance by the Board is the 
salaries of the foreign missionary 
teachers, all of them, of course, 
Christian men who have declared 
their unequivocal faith in the gospel 
of Christ as set forth in the New 
Testament. Every effort is being 
made in the Missions of our Church 
to staff all educational institutions 
with competent and _ consecrated 
Christian teachers, but it is no easy 
thing to raise up these teachers. 
Many of those who are known as 
non-Christians, however, are only 
nominally so; both in spirit and in 
conviction they are in sympathy 
with the Christian character of the 
institution, although they have not 
as yet openly avowed their Christian 
discipleship. Would Mr. McIntire 
have the missionaries and _ the 
Christian native teachers withdraw 
from this College and leave it wholly 
in the hands of non-Christians? Can- 
not any reasonable man see that 
here is a great opportunity for the 
Christian missionaries and for the 
Indian Christian teachers to control 
and shape this institution and use 
this agency, as they are free to do 
to the utmost, in trying to bring to 
Christ both non-Christian teachers 
and non-Christian students? 


The Evidence given above speaks 
primarily of the students of the 
college. Yet Dr. Speer in his reply 
speaks of the teachers. The “attrac- 
tive folder’ from which excerpts 
are taken is not even mentioned by 
Dr. Speer. In reality this folder 
denies the necessity of regeneration, 
conversion, and open confession of 
Christ. Moreover, the same position 
maintained in the attractive folder, 
regarding the students, Dr. Speer 
now champions for the instructors 
themselves. He declares, “Many of 
those who are known as non-Chris- 
tians, however, are only nominally 
so; both in spirit and in conviction 
they are in sympathy with the 
Christian character of the institu- 
tion, although they have not as yet 
openly avowed their Christian dis- 
cipleship.” Please place this polished 
paganism alongside of Romans 
10: 8-10: 


“. . . The word is nigh thee, 
even in thy mouth, and in thy 
heart: that is, the word of faith, 
which we preach; that if thou 
shalt confess with thy mouth the 
Lord Jesus, and shalt believe in 
thine heart that God hath raised 
him from the dead, thou shalt be 
saved. For with the heart man 
believeth unto righteousness; and 
with the mouth confession is made 
unto salvation.” 


What makes a man a Christian? 
These unregenerate pagan teachers, 
according to Biblical Christianity, 
must be born again and openly con- 
fess their Lord before men. Their 
sympathy in “spirit and conviction” 
with the so-called Christian charac- 
ter of the college does not make them 
Christian, or even grant to them the 
slightest right to be considered such 
by Dr. Speer. Furthermore, if these 
pagan teachers, no matter how bril- 


liant or highly educated, think that they can be Christian in spirit, but not by 
open confession, they are not only self-deceived, but they help mislead the 1,026 


pagan students of the 1,063 total enrollment of the college. Christianity knows 
nothing of a salvation which is not full salvation. Christ does not capture parts 
of men’s lives while these men remain unregenerate. One thing is certainly clear, 
the handful of Christian teachers, only one in every three, listed on the faculty 
are not now controlling the witness of the institution. How can you leave an 
institution in the hands of non-Christians which is already in their hands? 
With this type of so-called Christianity held before India in Forman Christian 
College, it is not only time for our Board to cease to cooperate with the 
college, but that the misleading name of the institution be changed. Here is 
a great field of missionary work, for souls are being held in darkness; but 
it is not a field where Bible-believing missionaries can go and identify super- 
natural, historic Christianity with the so-called Christianity offered to India by 
Forman Christian College. Under these circumstances one can readily explain 
how only 37 out of 1,063 students in a so-called Christian college are even nom- 
inally Christians. What can one think of Dr. Speer’s offer of this typical mod- 
ernistic propaganda as a valid reason for identifying the witness of the Presby- 
terian Church in the U.S. A. with Forman Christian College? I am sure that Dr. 
Speer would vehemently affirm his belief in the new birth, but here he cer- 


tainly does violence to its necessity. 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer 


Observations—Mr. McIntire 


Essentials 


These three specifications ad- 
vanced by Mr. McIntire in support 
of his second charge constitute no 
warrant for distrust of the clear 
purpose and the consistent effort of 
the Board and its missionaries to 
maintain both in our own denomina- 
tional work and in our cooperative 
undertakings “the essential doctrinal 
teachings of the Christian faith.” 


In view of Dr. Speer’s consistent 
defense of the Evidence presented 
to the Presbytery, a great part of 
which is sheer unbelief, one is at a 
complete loss to arrive at any under- 
standing of what Dr. Speer in his 
Memorandum considers “the essen- 
tial doctrinal teaching of the Chris- 
tian faith.” 


Yenching University 


Cooperative work is not free from 
difficulties and limitations. Neither 
is any other kind of work, by whom- 
soever it is carried on; and the 
task of keeping colleges and uni- 
versities, whether denominational or 
cooperative, at home and abroad, 
both evangelical and evangelistic is 
one of the most difficult tasks of 
the Church. But the Board has 
made its position clear that “‘when- 
ever difficulties and problems, doc- 
trinal or otherwise, arise in con- 


Dr. Speer graciously gives us one 
of the policies of the Board in its 
conduct of Union enterprises. As 
this pertains to doctrinal issues, one 
wonders with what consistency it is 
followed. In April, 1933, Dr. Machen 
in his 110-page brief, “Modernism 
and the Board of Foreign Missions 
of the Presbyterian Church in the 
U. S. A.,” called attention to the 
Modernism and communism existing 
in Yenching University, Peiping, 
China, an institution with which our 


Board cooperates (See Minutes of 
the General Assembly, 1934, Part 2, 
Page 82). Has the Board followed 
this policy in regard to this un- 
belief? Has it recommended a with- 
drawal from further participation? 


nection with these institutions, it is 
the policy and purpose of the Board 
to take them up with the institution 
concerned and the boards of the 
other denominations associated with 
it. If agreement cannot be reached 
on a true and sound evangelical 
basis, the Board will recommend 
withdrawal from further participa- 
tion.” 


Even back in 1921 the American 
President of Yenching, the Rev. J. 
Leighton Stuart, D.D., an “affiliated” 
missionary of the Board of Foreign 
Missions (See Minutes of the Gen- 
eral Assembly, 1934, Part 2, Page 
166), expressed his estimate of the 
Bible’s inspiration and authority. 
Statements from Dr. Stuart given by the late Dr. Griffiths Thomas in “The 
Princeton Theological Review,” October, 1921, page 655, follow: 


“The canon we have may include books not essential and there may 
be books outside that would be worth having. Some of the time we 
spend in reading books in the Old Testament we might spend in reading 
other books that might just as well be in the Bible. 


“There is a certain feeling that we must have some infallible au- 
thority. The source of authority is the individual religious conscience.” 


Furthermore, the August, 1934, issue of the ultra-liberal organ, “The 
Chinese Recorder,” which has two Presbyterian (U. S. A.) missionaries, E. C. 
Lobestine and Miss Margaret Frame, on its editorial board, contains an article 
by Dr. L. C. Wu, the Chinese chief executive of Yenching. The communism 
of the Chancellor may be judged from the following excerpt: 


“I am of the opinion that, economically, Jesus advocated the abo- 
lition of the system of private property and the adoption of the public 
possession of all things... .” 


“The parable of the loss of the sheep and of money was intended 
to describe how the average man treasures his private property.” 


“The parable of the rich man and the beggar, Lazarus, tells of the 
unequal distribution of wealth and that such a state of affairs should not 
exist in human society.” 


“Jesus was not in favor of the existence of the family system. ... 
He used a parable of a woman in labor, thus, ‘When a woman is in labor 
she is sorry, for her time has come; but when the child is born she re- 
members her anguish no longer, for joy that a human being has been 
born into the world.’ He did not say that a human being had been born 
‘into the family’ but that he had been born ‘into the world’. . . . Appar- 
ently Jesus used this parable offhand, which indicates that he did not 
favor the family system. Hence in the new society it may not be neces- 
sary to preserve this system.” 
From 1921, 1933, 1934 we have seen evidence of blatant unbelief at the 
very head of Yenching University. Has the Board been all these years trying 
39 


to reach an “agreement. . 
will they “ 
mean? 


- On a true and sound evangelical basis”? When 
recommend withdrawal”? What does the policy stated by Dr. Speer 


Union Language School 


It is interesting to observe that 
of the first three missionaries sent 
out by the Independent Board, one 
has gone, shortly after his arrival 
on the field, to a Union Language 
School and is living in a union 
institution. 


[The above is in the mimeographed 
Memorandum, but in the printed 
Memorandum this is altered to read 
as below: ] 


It is interesting to observe that 
of the first three missionaries sent 
out by the Independent Board, one 
has gone, very wisely, shortly after 
his arrival on the field, to a Union 
Language School and is living in 
an interdenominational institution. 


The briefest reply to the mimeo- 
graphed assertion made by Dr. 
Speer can be, in his own words 
spoken of me above, “It is evidently 
made in ignorance and is untrue.” 
And the altered statement, also, in 
the printed Memorandum is mis- 
leading. The facts are: 


The Independent Board definitely 
decided that the missionaries who 
were to serve under its auspices in 
China should not study at the Union 
Language School of Peiping. This 
language school, the official name of 
which is, “The College of Chinese 
Studies,” has been proved to be a 
modernist organization (see Dr. 
Machen’s brief, pages 77, 78), and 
our Board cooperates with it. As a 
result of this decision, the first mis- 
sionaries to China under the In- 
dependent Board, the Rev. and Mrs. 
Henry W. Coray, are now living 
with friends in Peiping and study- 
ing the language independently. 


The first Independent Board missionary to Japan, the Rev. R. Heber 
Macllwaine, is living at the Tokyo Y. M. C. A. and is studying Japanese in 
classes that are held in the Y. M. C. A. building. 


Dr. Speer may endeavor to leave the impression that I am opposed to all 
union work of any kind. Certainly every Presbyterian should be pleased to 
cooperate in union enterprises where the Reformed Faith is maintained, but 
what Christian can cooperate with a union institution where the Wigtbric 
Christian faith is compromised and denied as the Board of Foreign Missions 5 


now doing? 
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MISSIONARIES UNDER THE BOARD 
OF FOREIGN MISSIONS 


Introduction 


Evidence 


Ill. MISSIONARIES UNDER THE BOARD OF FOREIGN 
MISSIONS 


Several of the members of Presbytery have requested that I 
mention names of missionaries. They fail to see that I am 
opposed primarily to the Board of Foreign Missions itself, 
and not to the missionaries in particular. Correct the Board 
and any modernist missionaries will be removed. However, 
in mentioning these names I want it clearly understood that 
I am not opposing the missionaries en masse of our Church. 
I do know of these modernists, but I love the hundreds who 
are faithful to the Bible. It is because I love them, the Pres- 
byterian Church, and our Lord Jesus Christ that I desire to 
see the Board which countenances such policies as I am 
enumerating corrected. These missionaries must be pro- 
tected. No other foundation can be laid than the infallibility 
of the Bible for their work. For the Board to turn from this 
course is to betray the missionaries. Our Board must be 
brought back that the missionaries’ hands may be held up, 
souls saved, and Christ glorified. For this reason I have pre- 


sented this Overture. 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer 
III. “Missionaries under the Board 
of Foreign Missions” 

The charge implied in the third 
section of the Overture, and specifi- 
cally alleged in Mr. MclIntire’s state- 
ment, is that the Board has sent out 
missionaries who do not “believe 
the doctrinal teaching of our Church 
without mental reservation,” and 
that it has not removed “from the 
mission field those missionaries under 
its control who have given up their 
belief in the doctrinal teaching of 
our Church.” Once again the in- 
adequacy and incompetence of the 
evidence in support of these charges 
should be noted. Out of the 1,425 
missionaries of the Board in seven- 
teen different countries, Mr. McIn- 
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Observations—Mr. McIntire 

It is almost tragic to see the 
tactics and the desperation of Dr. 
Speer as he faces the facts pre- 
sented here. We are continually 
told, “Name missionaries.” But the 
minute names are mentioned and 
Evidence presented to show that 
there are men on the field whom 
the Board should never have sent 
out, immediately the cry goes up, 
You have condemned them and asked 
the Assembly to condemn them with- 
out a hearing or the procedure re- 
quired in the Constitution. The As- 
sembly is not asked by the Overture 
to “condemn” or say a word about 
a single missionary. The Assembly 
is asked “to instruct the Board of 
Foreign Missions . . . to remove 


tire cites two individuals in China. 
His case against these individuals 
rests on half a dozen fragmentary 
quotations with no attempt to repre- 
sent fairly the mind and character 
of the two men whom he indicts. The 
Assembly is asked to take action 
condemning the Board and denom- 
inating these missionaries as men 
“who have given up their belief in 
the doctrinal teaching of our 
Church” without any opportunity 
given them to reply and without any 
recourse to the procedure required 
in the Constitution of the Church. 
This is a flimsy and illegal basis on 
which to rest the grave charges that 
are made. 


from the mission field any mission- 
aries under its control who have 
given up their belief in the doctrinal 
teaching of our Church.” This places 
the responsibility of withdrawing 
missionaries where it belongs,— 
with the Board. As to what Presby- 
teries will do with such men, if any 
be ministers, is another question. 
But Dr. Speer cannot divert atten- 
tion from the Board’s responsibility 
by taking refuge either behind the 
General Assembly or behind the mis- 
Sionaries personally. The Board is 
responsible! If Dr. Speer is so 
zealous that missionaries be not 
condemned by the Assembly without 
a hearing (which this Overture does 
not even suggest) why have he and 
his Board approved of the mandate 
of the last Assembly condemning as 
guilty without a hearing faithful 


Bible believing ministers and members as being “disorderly” and “disloyal”? 


There are twelve missionaries, not just two, as Dr. Speer asserts, men- 
tioned in the Evidence presented to the Presbytery. The fact that there should 
be even one such should be enough to arouse the Church. For what is the Board 
constituted if not to send out only sound missionaries? Why should it be neces- 
sary for a busy pastor to lift his voice against that which should be without 
question? As to the fragmentary nature of the Evidence presented, you may 


be the judge. 


Loyalty to Vows 


No doubt there are missionaries 
who in full fidelity to their ordina- 
tion vows represent a different mind 
from Mr. MclIntire’s but that is no 
proof that they are not loyal to the 
Bible and to the other Standards of 
the Church, and the particular cases 
which he has selected do not justify 
his attack upon their fidelity. 

Let us consider these two cases 
and also the third specification with 
regard to the “Auburn Affirmationist 
missionaries.” 
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Dr. Speer speaks of those hold- 
ing a “different mind from Mr. 


McIntire’s” and still being loyal to 


their vows. I submit, the great doc- 
trinal truths enumerated in the 
Overture and for which I am con- 
tending are not issues over which 
men may “differ as brethren.” There 
are some matters of Scriptural in- 
terpretation about which “brethren 
may differ,” but “the full truthful- 
ness of Scripture, the virgin birth 
of our Lord, His substitutionary 
death as a sacrifice to satisfy divine 
justice, His bodily resurrection and 
His miracles” are not such. My 
“mind” here is the mind of our 
Standards and of the Bible. Does Dr. 
Speer believe that it is not? 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer 


Andrew T. Roy 


Evidence 


A. Andrew T. Roy, missionary under our Board of Foreign Mis- 


sions, Kiangan Mission, Nanking, China, Min. G. A. 1934, 
Part 2, p. 162. Date of sailing 1930. 


In the Nanking Seminary Review, January, 1934, in the notice 
of contributors we read, “Mr. Andrew T. Roy is a member of 
the Presbyterian Mission (North), Nanking, especially 
assigned to student work. He is teaching a course on ‘Reli- 
gious Work with Students’ at the seminary.” The first article 
in the Review is “The Church and War,” by Andrew T. Roy. 
He advocates the extreme pacifist position. In so doing he 
takes occasion to express his views on the atonement, and 
denies the atonement as taught in the Scriptures and the 
Standards of our Church. . 


Quotation—p. 4. “The cross is not a sacrifice offered to God.” 
... “The only point that causes great difference of opinion 
is the second, Why was it necessary that Christ should die 
if God was freely offering forgiveness. The theologians of 
fifty years ago would probably have said (and here I quote 
from a generally accepted statement of 1872) ‘to satisfy 
Divine justice for the sin of man by the substituted penal 
sufferings of the Son of God.’” ... “The older theory took 
this particular turn because of the idea that perfect justice 
must punish sin.” And again the writer says that Christ 
suffered “to the utmost that the evil one may turn and be 
reconciled.” 
These are the teachings which the students in Nanking Semi- 
nary are receiving from a missionary of the Presbyterian 
Church in the U. S. A. Dr. Cleland B. McAfee in his letter to 
me Dec. 3, 1934, which he does not ask me not to quote, says, 
“We cannot cooperate and dictate, but we can cooperate and 
contribute.” Is this the contribution our Board is making? 
God forbid! 


Observations—Mr. McIntire 
Atonement 


(1) Mr. McIntire’s first specifica- 
tion is an article by Mr. Andrew T. 
Roy of the Kiangan Mission in 
China in which Mr. McIntire de- 
clares that Mr. Roy “advocates the 
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Here Dr. Speer misquotes me for 
his own good. To a person who does 
not have the Evidence before him 
Dr. Speer’s quotation would be 
accepted as coming from me. My 


extreme pacifist position and denies 
the Atonement as taught in the 
Scriptures and the Standards of our 
Church.” There is no warrant what- 
ever for the view that the pacifist 
conviction is heresy in the Presby- 
terian Church or that it is proof 
that a man has “given up his belief 
in the doctrinal teaching of our 
Church.” (See “Social Progress,” 
published by our Board of Christian 
Education, Feb. 1935, article, “I Am 
Still a Pacifist.”) One may disbe- 
lieve in the pacifist position but he 
cannot deny that those who hold it 
can find abundant support for it in 
the example of Christ, in the teach- 
ing of the New Testament, in the 
history of the early Church (See 


Cadoux “The Early Church and the’ 


World”), and in the deliverances of 
the General Assembly. With refer- 
ence to Mr. Roy’s view of the Atone- 
ment, it would be necessary that he 
himself should be fully heard. 


statement is, “The first article in the 
Review is ‘The Church and War,’ 
by Andrew T. Roy. He advocates the 
extreme pacifist position. In so doing 
he takes occasion to express his 
views on the atonement, and denies 
the atonement as taught in the 
Scriptures. . . .” The issue is not 
pacifism but the atonement. Dr. 
Speer misquotes thus, “Mr. MclIn- 
tire declares that Mr. Roy ‘advocates 
the extreme pacifist position and 
denies the Atonement as taught in 
the Scriptures. ...’” This is not 
my statement, but on the basis of 
this sentence of Dr. Speer’s he 
writes a paragraph on “Pacifism” 
which is entirely beside the point. 
There is a reason for this. Mr. Roy’s 
written denial of the cross as a 
sacrifice offered to God to satisfy 
Divine justice stands. Attention 
must be diverted from these facts, 
so Dr. Speer talks of pacifism, then 
later of my lack of knowledge of 
the meaning of sacrifice, and finally 
of many testimonials of Mr. Roy’s 
character and belief, all of which 
have absolutely nothing whatever to 
do with Mr. Roy’s written state- 


quotations given from Mr. Roy are 
in accord with the Scriptural teach- 
ing on sacrifice? Do not talk of 
fragmentary bits of evidence on 
which to make a judgment or a 
condemnation! Dr. Speer may attack 
me all he pleases, but that does not 
change Mr. Roy’s statement or our 
Confession of Faith! 

Dr. Speer calls our attention to “The Blood Covenant” by the late Henry 
Clay Trumbull, for many years editor of “The Sunday School Times.” How 
we thank God for such great men of faith! One also rejoices in the courage, 
and loyalty to Jesus Christ above every other loyalty, of his distinguished 
son, Dr. Charles G. Trumbull, a Presbyterian elder, the present editor of “The 
Sunday School Times.” The March 23, 1935, issue of “The Sunday School Times” 
contains, “Foreign Missionary Betrayals of the Faith,” an address delivered by 
Dr. Trumbull at a great Presbyterian Mass Meeting held in Philadelphia. The 
address is evidence of Modernism in the Board of Foreign Missions of the 
Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A. Dr. Trumbull in closing the address ob- 
serves: “How can unfaithful Board members and unfaithful Board secretaries 
be expected to deal properly with unfaithful missionaries?” 


loved ministers of the Presbyterian 
Church in the U. S. A. 


Dr. Cleland B. McAfee 


It is most significant that Dr. Speer passes over without one word of 
defense the paragraph dealing with Dr. Cleland B. McAfee’s correspondence. 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer Observations—Mr. McIntire 


Testimonials 


ment. Dr. Speer says that Mr. Roy 

should be heard. Certainly, hear him 
as he speaks for himself in writing! Not only does he deny the atonement as 
taught in our Standards, but he here rejects the truth that “perfect justice must 
punish sin.” This strikes at the very heart of God and the nature of sin. How 
can you defend this, Dr. Speer? Is this fragmentary? If a man said, “I do not 
believe the cross is a sacrifice offered to God,” would you call that inadequate 
as evidence that he did not “believe the cross was a sacrifice offered to God’? 
Mr. Roy is to be commended for his honesty in stating his views. He does not 
employ the evasive utterances of many Modernists who do not believe, but who 
are cowards. Mr. Roy has made himself clear. 


Fragmentary 


Something further needs to be 
said with regard to Mr. Roy. Mr. 
Roy is one of the ablest and most 
devoted young missionaries sent out 
by the Board in recent years. He 
was educated at Washington and Lee 
and Princeton Universities, and at 
Edinburgh and Oxford. He was ap- 
pointed as a layman under the glow- 
ing recommendation of his church, 
the Watson Presbyterian Church of 
Pittsburgh, and with remarkable 
testimonials from the best sources. It 
will suffice to quote two of these. 


The testimonials which Dr. Speer 
adduces are irrelevant. They only 
serve to show that Mr. Roy is a 
brilliant, talented, highly educated 
young man, and that his view of the 
atonement is not a matter of igno- 
rance, but of seasoned thought con- 
sistent with a philosophy of his 
own. Why does the fact that he was 
educated in Washington and Lee, 
Princeton University, Edinburgh, 
and Oxford show that he is in accord 
with the Standards of the Church? 
How can the glowing recommenda- 


And one would judge from Mr. Mc- 
Intire’s statements that he has not 
himself examined the references to, 
sacrifice in the New Testament, or 
read “The Blood Covenant” by Henry 
Clay Trumbull, for many years edi- 
tor of “The Sunday School Times” 
and one of the most trusted and be- 
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How can Dr. Speer make such 
a sweeping assertion on the basis of 
my statement given above and of 
the one sentence in which any judg- 
ment is expressed, “He .. . denies 
the atonement as taught in the 
Scriptures and the Standards of our 
Church.” Does Dr. Speer think the 


Professor H. R. Mackintosh of Edin- 
burgh wrote: 

“T should like to say that Mr. 
Roy (and not less Mrs. Roy) ap- 
pear to me extraordinarily well 
fitted for the work of the foreign 
missionary. Both he and she made 


tion of such a well-known liberal as 
H. R. Mackintosh, who everybody 
knows rejects the Bible as God’s in- 
fallible Word, be of help to Mr. Roy 
in this time of need? These other 
testimonials, splendidly written, do 
not change one word of Mr. Roy’s 
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a deep impression on us all dur- statement! Dr. Speer’s smoke screen 


ing their stay in Edinburgh a year has been blown away and Mr. Roy’s 
or two ago, an impression both of: utterance stands out as opposed to 
ability, goodness and personal at- the teaching of our Church. The 
tractiveness. Board of Foreign Missions should 

“The, Churti or Missionary Se pens enced to recall any such 


ciety that would reject Mr. Roy 
must be too rich in consecrated 
talent for its own good! He is a 
man of the most admirable and 
devotedly Christian type.” 


The Rey. Maxwell Cornelius, pastor of the Watson Presbyterian Church 
in Pittsburgh, wrote: 

“T feel that it would be a sad reflection on the cause of Christ if the 
Board cannot find some place for this young man. His combination of 
qualities is not to be found in many young men. He has been dedicated 
by his father and mother to God and their earnest prayers are that God 
may open up a place for him in the life of our Church. I happen to know 
that he has been approached by another denomination for active service in 
their educational department but he prefers to serve his own denomina- 
tion if that is possible. His young wife is a talented, dedicated young 
woman, as interested in spiritual work as he is. The Board seldom has 
the opportunity to avail itself of the services of two such splendid 
people.” 


Mr. Roy had had extraordinary experience in City Mission work in New 
York and as travelling secretary of the Student Volunteer Movement and of the 
Student Christian Movement, both in America and in Great Britain. In his 
application papers he expressed his Christian faith in clear and positive terms, 
and answered acceptably the Confessional questions asked of licentiates, al- 
though he was going out as a layman. Any one who knows Mr. Roy would learn 
with incredulous amazement that Mr. McIntire has cited him as an instance of 
missionaries “who have given up their belief in the doctrinal teaching of our 
Church.” Since hearing of Mr. McIntire’s charge the Session of the Watson 
Presbyterian Church, of which Mr. Roy is a member, has taken the following 
action: 


“We, the members of the Session of Watson Presbyterian Church, 
express our utmost confidence in the Christian life and faith of Andrew 
T. Roy. Mr. Roy united with this church on October 8, 1911, by a 
profession of faith in Jesus Christ as his perscnal Savior. Thus, for 
nearly twenty-four years, he has been a member of this church, and at no 
time has the purity of his life or the sincerity of his faith been ques- 
tioned. We believe that he is a true and loyal member of the Church of 
Jesus Christ, and that as such, by word and life, he will, and does, 
express that loyalty upon the Mission Field. 


Signed: L. D. Mansfield R. C. Leckemby 


Pittsburgh, Pa. O. D. Purvis Frank L. Dunsmoor 
February 6, 1935 Frank C,. Jordan Rolland R. Painter 
C. A. Heshel D. R. Douglass 
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“T, Rev. Maxwell Cornelius, certify that the above resolution has 
been signed, in person, by every acting elder of Watson Presbyterian 
Church, and that, as such, it expresses the unanimous opinion of the 
said Session. 


(Signed) Maxwell Cornelius, 
Moderator.” 


Pittsburgh, Pa. 
February 6, 1935. 


In reporting this action Mr. Cornelius writes 


“In regard to the matter of the Overture presented to the West Jersey 
Presbytery by the Rev. Carl McIntire, in which Mr. Andrew T. Roy is 
cited as one who ‘has given up his belief in the doctrinal teaching of 
our Church,’ I wish to offer my personal testimony regarding Mr. Roy: 


“I have known Mr. Roy for nine years. In that length of time, by 
personal contact and through intimate correspondence with him since his 
arrival on the mission field of China, I have never received any intima- 
tion that he had ‘given up his belief in the doctrinal teaching of our 
Church.’ But the contrary has been true—I have felt that his faith and 
belief in Jesus Christ has been strengthened and deepened. In speaking 
before our young people, he pleaded with them for a greater dedication 
of their lives to Christ; in speaking before our congregation, with mar- 
velous simplicity and beauty of language, he asked them to render to 
Christ a deeper and more loyal devotion; in writing to me from China, 
he has said again and again, that the great need of China was for Christ 
and that he hoped that he might be used of God to show Christ to the 
Chinese people. I consider that Mr. Roy is the finest Christian young 
man, in personal faith and life, ever to have come under my ministry. I 
have every confidence in him and in his loyalty to Christ and to our 
beloved Church. 


“TI hope that the West Jersey Presbytery will delete that part of the 
Overture which casts suspicion on Mr. Roy, both as to his doctrinal 
belief and his loyalty to the Church. The fragmentary quotation offered 
in support of the Overture seems to me to be insufficient grounds upon 
which to accuse any man of disloyalty. 


“TI enclose a signed copy of the resolution adopted by our Session 
at its meeting tonight. If we can do anything more in support of Mr. 
Roy, please let us know. 


“Sincerely yours, 


(Signed) Maxwell Cornelius.” 


To this the statement of Mrs. Roy’s father, Mr. J. S. Crutchfield, dated 
Feb. 5, 1935, should be added: “I have no question with reference to the 
soundness of Andrew Roy and my daughter’s faith in the Atonement as 
taught in the Scriptures and as it is set forth by the Presbyterian Church. I 
count myself a Fundamentalist.” 
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Rev. Robert F. Fitch, D.D. 


Evidence 


B. Rev. Robert F. Fitch, D.D., missionary under our Board of 
Foreign Missions, Central China Mission, Hangchow, China, 
Min. G. A. 1934, Part 2, p. 154. Date of sailing: 1898. 


“The Little Bible” (Bi-lingual), by Robert F. Fitch and 
Ernest Y. L. Yang. The Oxford University Press are the 
original publishers of “The Little Bible.” 


In the preface written and signed by Dr. Fitch we read: 


Quotation—p. IV, V. “In the Gospel of St. John 1: 1 we have 
the words which I expand more fully, to bring out the 
original meaning,—‘In the beginning was the Active Mind 
Principle (Logos or Tao), and this Mind Principle was in 
accord with the nature of God. God himself was this Active 
Mind Principle.’ Because the mind is active and self-deter- 
mining, and the functioning causation in all existence, the 
first chapter of Genesis, first verse, is quite in harmony with 
ancient and modern thought.” 


Quotation—p. V. “To the Christian, the highest revelation 
of love in the Logos or Tao is in Christ. He taught us that the 
Logos, Tao, is not merely cold reason, it is an all consuming 
flame of love, that highest essence of the Tao which in con- 
formity also with reason, will heal the sorrows of humanity, 
and alone bring Paradise to earth. This basic faith and con- 
cept is the foundation of individual salvation and social 
progress. Hence the Christian feels that in exalting Christ 
he is holding up a Divine Torch, which casts a prophetic 
floodlight upon the sure goal to which all men must strive.” 


Quotation—p. VII. “In my study of religion, I should say 
that it concerns all the functions of a complete personality. 
As regards one’s intellect it is a cosmic concept (a phil- 
osophy of existence) ; as regards one’s feelings it is a cosmic 
sympathy; and as regards one’s will it is a cosmic motiva- 
tion, which is reaching out after a higher goal for humanity. 
The Christian religion is Christ’s attitude toward these three 
aspects of religion.” 


Thus personality becomes principle and Tao is the Logos, and 
Dr. Fitch says that “with Lao-tsz, Tao is an ‘Active Mind 
Principle,’ which functions in all existence.’”’ Here pantheism 
and Christianity, pagan thought and Christian truth are 
identified. Does our Board sanction such teaching? Why do 
they permit such things as this to go on? 
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Memorandum—Dr. Speer 


Observations—Mr. McIntire 


“T a0” 


(2) The other missionary cited as 
sustaining these charges is the Rev. 
Robert F. Fitch, D.D., a member of 
the Central China Mission and a 
minister of the Presbytery of Woos- 
ter, Synod of Ohio. Dr. Fitch is do- 
ing his best, with singular ability, to 
interpret the fullness of Christ in 
terms that will reveal Him to the 
Chinese mind. He is simply trying to 
do in China what Paul and the ante- 
Nicene fathers sought to do both in 
the east and in the west of the 
Roman Empire. He is no more a 
pantheist because he translates “‘Lo- 
gos” by the Chinese word “Tao” than 
Mr. McIntire is a heathen because 
he uses such words as FEaster, 
Wednesday, and January, all of 
which are the names of heathen 
gods. Indeed, Dr. Fitch is vastly less 
blameworthy. The words “Logos” 
and “word” are translated in the 
Chinese Bible by the word “Tao” and 
that term much more nearly repre- 
sents the meaning of the Greek word 
“Logos” than does our English term 
“word.” Dr. Fitch does not identify 
pantheism and Christianity. The 
idea that he is a pantheist or is 
teaching pantheism, as charged by 
Mr. McIntire before the Presbytery, 
is ludicrous. 


Dr. Fitch may have “singular 
ability,” but the things which con- 
cern us are his statements made 
above. Think of the Logos being 
only an Active Mind Principle! He 
is a Personality. Think of the first 
chapter of Genesis, first verse, be- 
ing quite in harmony with ancient 
and modern thought! 


I did not object to the use of the 
word Tao as a name for God, as Dr. 
Speer asserts, but I did and do ob- 
ject to Dr. Fitch’s use of it with its 
pagan, pantheistic meaning. Our 
words Easter,- Wednesday, January 
have a different meaning to us from 
that which they had to the pagan 
who used them as names for gods. 
It is the meaning of the word which 
counts! Dr. Fitch takes a term, and 
without giving to it the Christian 
meaning, accepts it in its pagan and 
pantheistic meaning. He calls Tao 
“an Active Mind Principle” and with 
pantheism declares it to be, “An 
‘Active Mind Principle,’ which func- 
tions in all existence.” How can Dr. 
Speer say that this does not identify 
pantheism and Christianity? 


Pagan Terms 


And what shall be said of Mr. Mc- 
Intire’s objection to the attempt 
which Paul was always making 
(Acts 17: 22-81; Rom. 1:20; Rom. 
2: 18-15; I Cor. 9: 19-21) to state 
Christian truths in terms intelligible 
to non-Christians? How else is the 
gospel to be preached? 
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Paul never took pagan terms and 
told the heathen that their meaning 
of that term was his meaning. At 
Athens Paul took that of which they 
were ignorant and declared unto 
them a new meaning, the living 
God! I have made no objection to 
Paul’s method of missionary preach- 
ing, but to Dr. Fitch’s belief that 
“an Active Mind Principle” is the 


Logos! Please look up Dr, Speer’s 
quotations. He names these: 


Romans 1: 20.—‘‘For the invis- 
ible things of him from the creation 
of the world are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are 


made, even his eternal power and Godhead; so that they are without 
excuse.” 


) 


Romans 2: 13-15.—‘(For not the hearers of the law are just before 
God, but the doers of the law shall be justified. For when the Gentiles, 
which have not the law, do by nature the things contained in the law, 
these, having not the law, are a law unto themselves: which shew the 
work of the law written in their hearts, their conscience also bearing 
witness, and their thoughts the meanwhile accusing or else excusing 
one another).” 


I Corinthians 9: 19-21.—“For though I be free from all men, yet 
have I made myself servant unto all, that I might gain the more. And 
unto the Jews I became as a Jew, that I might gain the Jews; to them 
that are under the law, as under the law, that I might gain them that 
are under the law; to them that are without law, as without law, (being 
not without law to God, but under the law to Christ,) that I might gain 
them that are without law.” 


Paul never once gave up the belief in Christian truth to accommodate 


himself to the heathen. How can Dr. Speer quote such passages? 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer 


Dr. Fitch does not, as charged, 
identify pagan thought and Christian 
truth unless the pagan thought with 
which he is dealing has some truth 
in it and then only to that extent. 
Truth is truth whatever adjectives 
are applied to it, and all the truth 
there is is God’s truth and belongs 
to Him who said “I am the Truth.” 


Observations—Mr. Mclntire 


Dr. Speer closes after denying 
above that Dr. Fitch identifies pan- 
theism with Christian truth, by as- 
serting, “Dr. Fitch does not, as 
charged, identify pagan thought with 
Christian truth unless the pagan 
thought with which he is dealing has 
some truth in it and then only to 
that extent.” Alas, Dr. Speer does 


see that Dr. Fitch, in the passages 
above, does identify pagan thought 
with Christian truth, but Dr. Speer’s 
qualifying phrase, “then only to that 
extent,” falls away, for Dr. Fitch’s 
statement stands on its own merits. 
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Auburn Affirmationist Missionaries 
Evidence 


Auburn Affirmationist Missionaries of Our Board. A document 
known as the Auburn Affirmation, issued May 5, 1924, calls 
the inerrancy of the Scriptures, the virgin birth of Christ, 
the sacrifice of Christ to satisfy divine justice, the bodily 
resurrection of Christ, and His miracles “theories’—p. 6; 
and says further that those who do not necessarily believe 
these particular “‘theories” are “worthy of all confidence and 
fellowship.” These men say it is not necessary for ministers 
to believe in the bodily resurrection of Christ. The Bible and 
our Constitution say it is. Think of sending men and keeping 
men on the field as missionaries of the Gospel-of Christ who, 
though they themselves may believe in the bodily resurrection 
of Christ, do not believe that it is necessary for the pastors 
of missionary churches or for native preachers to believe in 
the bodily resurrection of Christ. Our Board has done just 
this. Here are the names: 


Men sent out after they had made known their belief by sign- 
ing the Auburn Affirmation. These men could easily have been 
kept at home. Why were they sent? 


a. Rev. J. F. Davenport, Venezuela Mission, Venezuela, S. A. 
Date of sailing 1929. Missionary of the Board of Foreign 
Missions, Min. G. A. 1934, Part 2, p. 153. 


b. Rev. C. H. Hazlett, North India Mission, Allahabad, United 
Provinces, India. Date of sailing 1929. Missionary of our 
Board of Foreign Missions, Min. G. A. 1934, Part 2, p. 156. 


Men on the field who made known their belief by signing the 
Auburn Affirmation. 


a. Rev. P. R. Abbott, Shantung Mission, China. Date of sailing 
1910. Missionary of the Board of Foreign Missions, Min. 
G. A. 1934, Part 2, p. 149. 


“pb. Rev. A. M. Allen, Colombia Mission, 8. A. Date of sailing 


1910. Missionary of our Board of Foreign Missions, Min. 
G. A. 1934, Part 2, p. 150. 


' © Rev. L. Bentley, Persia Mission, Persia. Date of sailing 


1918. Missionary of our Board of Foreign Missions, Min. 
G. A. 1934, Part 2, p. 150. 
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d. Rey. R. H. Brown, Philippines Mission, P. I. Date of sailing 
1903. Missionary of our Board of Foreign Missions, Min. 
G. A. 1934, Part 2, p. 151. 


e. Rev. W. G. Greenslade, Syria Mission, Beirut, Syria. Date 
of sailing 1911. Missionary of our Board of Foreign Mis- 
sions, Min. G. A. 1934, Part 2, p. 155. 


f. Rey. G. C. Hood, Kiangan Mission, Anhwei, China. Date of 
Sailing 1911. Missionary of our Board of Foreign Missions, 
Min. G. A. 1934, Part 2, p. 157. 


g. Rey. William C. Kerr, Japan Mission, Seoul, Korea. Date of 
sailing 1908. Missionary of our Board of Foreign Missions, 
Min. G. eeidots Part ately ie 


h. Rey. G. H. Scherer, Syria Mission, Beirut, Syria. Date of 
Sailing 1913. Missionary of our Board of Foreign Missions, 
Min. G. A. 1934, Part 2, p. 162. 

3. Do not let it be said the Board does not know these things. 
Does it not know the Auburn Affirmation? Does it not know 
its own missionaries? Here is evidence that the Board is 
aware of what its missionaries think. 


a. James M. Speers, vice-president Board of Foreign M’ssions 
says in “The Missionary Review of the World,” May, 1933, 
“Reactions from One of the Laymen,” which is his dis- 
cussion of “Re-Thinking Missions’: 


Quotation—p. 262. “One of our young missionaries wrote 
me recently in commenting on the Laymen’s Report, that 
we were already working toward the accomplishment of 
most of the things recommended by the Report and that 
in the course of time we probably would have worked 
‘them out, but he thought that the emphasis and impetus 
given by the Report in its recommendations would set 
the missionary cause forward twenty years.” 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer Observations—Mr. McIntire 


Bodily Resurrection 


(3) To these two specifications 
Mr. McIntire adds the contention 
that because there are a few mis- 
sionaries who signed the Auburn 
Affirmation therefore it is proved 
that the Board has sent out mis- 
sionaries who “do not believe that it 
is necessary for the pastors of mis- 


Dr. Speer says the precise phrase 
“the bodily Resurrection of Christ” 
is nowhere used in the Auburn Af- 
firmation, nor is it used in the Gen- 
eral Assembly’s deliverances of 1910 
and 1923, Does not Dr. Speer see 
that my expression, “the bodily res- 
urrection,” is not in quotation marks 
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sionary churches or for native 
preachers to believe in the bodily 
Resurrection of Christ.” The precise 
phrase the “bodily Resurrection of 
Christ”? is nowhere used in the Au- 
burn Affirmation, nor is it used in 
the General Assembly’s deliverances 
of 1910 and 1923. The language in 
these deliverances in their reference 
to the Resurrection is the language 
of the Confession of Faith, Section 
IV, Article 4 (which needs to be read 


in the Evidence? The exact deliver- 
ance of 1923 is: “It is an essential 
doctrine of the Word of God and of 
our standards concerning our Lord 
Jesus Christ, that on the third day 
He rose again from the dead with the 
same body with which He suffered, 
with which also He ascended into 
heaven, and there sitteth at the right 
hand of His Father, making inter- 
cession.” This is the exact language, 
except one word, an “in” is changed 


with the qualifying language of to a “with,” of the Westminster 
question 52 of the Larger Cate- Confession of Faith (not Section IV, 
chism). Article 4, but Chapter VIII, Section 
IV). The Larger Catechism to which 
Dr. Speer refers, Question 52, reads: 


“Q. 52.—How was Christ ex- 
alted in his resurrection? 
“A.—Christ was exalted in his 
resurrection, in that, not having 
seen corruption in death (of which it was not possible for him to be held) 
and having the very same body in which he suffered, with the essential 
properties thereof (but without mortality and other common infirmities 
belonging to this life) really united to his soul, he rose again from the 
dead the third day by his own power; whereby he declared himself to 
be the Son of God, to have satisfied divine justice, to have vanquished 
death and him that had the power of it, and to be Lord of quick and 
dead. All which he did as a public person, the head of his Church, for 
their justification, quickening in grace, support against enemies, and to 
assure them of their resurrection from the dead at the last day.” 


Our subordinate standards, it is apparent, are most emphatic in the 
assertion that Jesus rose again from the dead with the same body in which he 
suffered. It is just this precisely that any person acquainted with phraseology 
understands the phrase “the bodily resurrection of Christ” to mean. It is this 
precisely that the Auburn Affirmation has attacked. It calls it a theory of the 
resurrection not necessary for “ordination or for good standing in our church” 
(page 6). Having thus attacked the Assembly’s deliverance it attacks the 
Confession of Faith. Dr. Speer himself recognizes that the language is the 
same. And since the New Testament knows nothing of a resurrection that is 
not “bodily resurrection,” it is an attack upon the New Testament. See Luke 
24:39, “Behold my hands and my feet, that it is I myself: handle me, and 
see; for a spirit hath not flesh and bones, as ye see me have.” Dr. Speer’s 


argument is pure evasion! 
Auburn Affirmation 
There are two very deceptive 


clares: things about the Auburn Affirma- 
“At the outset we affirm and tion. First, it does not give the five 
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And the Auburn Affirmation de- 


declare our acceptance of the 
Westminster Confession of Faith, 
as we did at our ordinations, ‘as 
containing the system of doctrine 
taught in the Holy Scriptures.’ 
We sincerely hold and earnestly 
preach the doctrines of evangeli- 
cal Christianity, in agreement 
with the historic testimony of the 
Presbyterian Church in the United 
States of America, of which we 
are loyal ministers.” 


It proceeds further to say: 


“Concerning the inspiration of 
the Bible, and the Incarnation, the 
Atonement, the Resurrection, and 
the Continuing Life and Super- 
natural Power of our Lord Jesus 
Christ: We all hold most earn- 
estly to these great facts and doc- 
trines; we all believe from our 
hearts that the writers of the 
Bible were inspired of God; that 
Jesus Christ was God manifest in 
the flesh; that God was in Christ, 
reconciling the world unto Him- 
self, and through Him we have 
our redemption; that having died 
for our sins He rose from the 
dead and is our ever-living Sav- 
iour; that in His earthly ministry 
He wrought many mighty works, 
and by His vicarious death and 
unfailing presence He is able to 
save to the uttermost.” 


points of the deliverance of the As- 
sembly of 1923 against which it is 
a protest. One reading the Affirma- 
tion does not have before him, nor 
does he necessarily know the exact 
things which are being objected to. 
It is the same kind of deception Dr. 
Speer uses in his Memorandum in 
reply to the Evidence presented to 
the Presbytery of West Jersey. You 
cannot see what he is answering! 
Second, the Affirmation declares at 
the outset the approval of the Con- 
fession of Faith of the Church. One 
reading this statement which Dr. 
Speer has here quoted would be in- 
clined to think, “It is splendid.” But 
one must be familiar with the sub- 
tlety of the Modernist; what at one 
place they declare, later they deny. 


As soon as the Affirmation “de- 
clares its orthodoxy” and gives voice 
to the pious phrases quoted by Dr. 
Speer, it turns and calls the five 
points of the deliverance of the 1923 
Assembly not just “theories” but as- 
serts they are “not the only the- 
ories” allowed by the Scriptures, 
and that whatever “theories” men 
may have on these points they are 
worthy of all confidence and fellow- 
ship! 


Furthermore, every signer of the 
Affirmation himself denied outright 
the first point of the 1923 deliver- 
ance, the inerrancy of the Scriptures. 
While the Affirmation does say, the 
writers of the Bible were inspired 
of God (page 5), yet it maintains 
also that the doctrine of inerrancy 
impairs the supreme authority of 


the Scriptures for “faith and life, and weakens the testimony of the church 
to the power of God unto salvation through Jesus Christ” (page 5). The 
inspiration which it believes is not the inspiration the Bible teaches, nor the 
inspiration to which our Standards commit us. 


Confession of Faith, Chapter I, Section IV.—“The authority of the 
Holy Scripture, for which it ought to be believed and obeyed, dependeth 
not upon the testimony of any man or church, but wholly upon God, 
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(who is truth itself,) the author thereof; and therefore it is to be re- 
ceived, because it is the Word of God.” 


Confession of Faith, Chapter XIV, Section II.—“By this faith, a 
Christian believeth to be true, whatsoever is revealed in the Word, for 
the authority of God himself speaking therein.” 


In accordance with our Confession of Faith the 1923 deliverance reads: 


“1. It is an essential doctrine of the Word of God and our stand- 
ards that the Holy Spirit did so inspire, guide and move the writers of 
Holy Scripture as to keep them from error. 


“2. It is an essential doctrine of the Word of God and our stand- 
ards that our Lord Jesus Christ was born of the Virgin Mary. 


“3. It is an essential doctrine of the Word of God and our stand- 
ards that Christ offered up Himself a sacrifice to satisfy Divine justice 
and to reconcile us to God. 


“4. It is an essential doctrine of the Word of God and of our stand- 
ards concerning our Lord Jesus Christ, that on the third day He rose 
again from the dead with the same body with which He suffered, with 
which also He ascended into heaven, and there sitteth at the right hand 
of His Father, making intercession. 


“5. It is an essential doctrine of the Word of God as the supreme 
standard of our faith that our Lord Jesus showed His power and love 
by working mighty miracles. This working was not contrary to nature, 
but superior to it.” 


Of these cardinal truths of the Christian faith the Affirmation says, “Some 
of us regard the particular theories contained in the deliverance of the General 
Assembly of 1923 as satisfactory explanations of these facts and doctrines. 
But we are united in believing that these are not the only theories allowed 
by the Scriptures and our standards as explanations of these facts and 
doctrines of our religion, and that all who hold to these facts and doctrines, 
whatever theories they may employ to explain them, are worthy of all con- 
fidence and fellowship.” This is what makes the Affirmation such a thoroughly 
antichristian document, and such a sin in the Presbyterian Church in the 
U. S. A. Every honest minister said, “Yes,” to the ordination question, “Do 
you sincerely receive and adopt the Confession of Faith of this Church, as 
containing the system of doctrine taught in the Holy Scriptures?” A man can- 
not say Yes to this and Yes to the Auburn Affirmation, too! 


Native Preachers 


The Affirmation nowhere declares Again Dr. Speer should see that 


that it is not “necessary for the pas- what he quotes is not in quotation 
tors of missionary churches or for marks in the Evidence. Notice the 
native preachers to believe in the language of the Evidence. The Affir- 


mation teaches that a man who does, 
or does not, believe in the five great 
essentials of the faith listed in the 
deliverance of 1923 may be a minis- 
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bodily Resurrection of Christ.” 


ter and receive fellowship in the 
Presbyterian Church. If this does 
not teach that pastors of churches, 
Board secretaries, pastors of mis- 
sionary churches, and native preach- 
ers need not believe in the bodily 
resurrection of Christ, then English 
is not English! 


Discipline 


I am not here expressing any 
judgment of the Auburn Affirmation. 
I am only pointing out the invalidity 
of Mr. MclIntire’s reference to it as 
justifying his charges against the 
Board of Foreign Missions. 


Perhaps it should be pointed out 
also that the Auburn Affirmation was 
signed in 1924 by 1,289 ministers 
of the Presbyterian Church in the 
U. S. A., and that in the ten years 
since then not one Presbytery of the 
Church has proceeded against any 
signer of the Affirmation. The only 
way in which it can be determined 
whether a signer of this Affirmation 
has violated his ordination vows 
would be by the orderly procedure 
required by the Constitution of the 
Church. Why have not those who 
hold Mr. McIntire’s view dealt with 
the matter in the ten years that 
have passed in the way required of 
loyal Presbyterians by the Constitu- 
tion of the Church? And why has 
the issue been raised by Mr. MclIn- 
tire and his associates, hitherto, with 
regard to foreign missionaries and 
the Board of Foreign Missions alone, 
which is less related than any other 
agency of the Church to the Auburn 
Affirmation? This question suggests 
some very grave reflections. 
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Dr. Speer appeals to the fact that 
“not one Presbytery of the Church 
has proceeded against any signer of 
the Affirmation.” This it must be 
conceded is an awful indictment of 
the Presbyterian Church. It is a 
colossal default, the guilt of which 
lies at the door of every Presbytery 
which has Auburn Affirmationists 
within its bounds. But this delin- 
quency that lies at the door of the 
Church as a whole does not relieve 
Dr. Speer and the Board cf their 
delinquency. It is strange that doc- 
trinal matters can slide, but money 
matters cannot. We have fallen on 
strange days. We can condemn, dis- 
cipline, and suspend men who will 
not give to a Board of Foreign Mis- 
sions, but sleep away when the Bible 
is taken from the pulpits of the 
Church! It is the Bible which de- 
clares the Auburn Affirmation her- 
esy. Dr. Gordon H. Clark of the 
Philosophy Department of the Uni- 
versity of Pennsylvania in his ad- 
dress, “The Auburn Heresy,” de- 
livered at a Presbyterian Mass Meet- 
ing in Philadelphia and printed in 
“Christianity Today,” April, 1935, 
points out how contrary to Scripture 
it is. He said that Paul or Jesus 
Christ would never have signed it! 
How could you expect, however, the 
Permanent Judicial Commission of 
the General Assembly to consider it 
heresy when one-half of its minis- 
terial members are signers of the 
document? Dr. Speer seems to de- 


light to point out that the other 
Boards are involved. They are, but 
that does not excuse him! Truly 
these are grave reflections! There 
are four Auburn Affirmationists in 
the General Council, twenty-two in 
the Board of National Missions, 
thirty-three on the various standing 
committees of the 1934 General As- 
sembly, and seven in the Board of 
Christian Education. May God send 
the Holy Spirit to convict the Church 
of sin, of righteousness, and of judg- 
ment; “of sin, because they believe 
not on me”! (John 16: 9.) 


Dr. Speer’s Judgment 


It is enough, however, in this con- 
nection to point out with absolute 
distinctness that this third specifica- 
tion of Mr. MclIntire’s argument is 
an untruth and a misrepresentation 
when it is offered as evidence that 
the Board of Foreign Missions has 
sent out or retained in its service 
missionaries who do not believe “the 
doctrinal teaching of our Church.” 


Dr. Speer has previously said, “I 
am not here expressing any judg- 
ment of the Auburn Affirmation.” 
However, when he comes thus to the 
conclusion of his argument concern- 
ing the Affirmation, he charges me 
with “untruth” and “misrepresenta- 
tion,” for having offered the Auburn 
Affirmation “as evidence that the 
Board of Foreign Missions has sent 
out or retained in its service mission- 
aries who do not believe ‘the doctrinal 
teaching of our Church.’” What is 
this if not a judgment, on Dr. Speer’s 
part, of the bearing that the Auburn 
Affirmation has upon a man’s ortho- 


doxy? I say, Auburn Affirmationists do not believe in the doctrinal teaching of 
our Church; Dr. Speer’s argument is to the effect that they do. 


It is not Mr. Roy, nor Dr. Fitch, nor the Affirmationist missionary that is 
now so significant. It is the astounding fact that the Senior Secretary of the 
Board of Foreign Missions maintains and defends the orthodoxy of the Auburn 
Affirmationists, and therefore by implication contends that they are worthy of 


all confidence and fellowship. 
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MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF 
FOREIGN MISSIONS 


Evidence 


IV. MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF FOREIGN MISSIONS 
ELECTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 


A. Alfred E. Marling, N. Y., member of the Board of Foreign 
Missions, Class 1934-1937, Min. G. A. 1934, Part 2, p. 4. 


1. He is a member of the National Committee for the presenta- 
tion of the Laymen’s Foreign Missions Inquiry. See “A Digest 
of Re-Thinking Missions,” by Stanley High, with an introduc- 
tory statement by William Ernest Hocking, p. 31. 


Quotation—“Re-Thinking Missions,” p. 19. “Whatever its 
[Christianity’s] present conception of the future life, there 
is little disposition to believe that sincere and aspiring 
seekers after God in other religions are to be damned.” 


Quotation—Bible, John 3:16, 18—‘“For God so loved the 
world, that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever 
believeth in him should not perish, but have everlasting life. 
... He that believeth on him is not condemned: but he that 
believeth not is condemned already.” Also John 3: 36. 


“Re-Thinking Missions” betrays Christ! It rejects historic 
Christianity ! 


2. He is a member of the National Committee of “Modern Mis- 
sions Movement.” See “Modern Missions Movement, An- 
nouncement,”’ p. 15. 


Quotation—p. 9. “Re-Thinking Missions has become a 
Movement.” Purpose: “To foster the further consideration 
of the possible world service of Christianity as indicated 
by the Laymen’s Foreign Missions Inquiry; to serve as a 
medium of information; and to cooperate with any Board, 
Church or other agency which is making effective the 
principles and recommendations of the Report [“Re-Think- 
ing Missions”] and of the Regional Reports by the Com- 
mission of Appraisal.” Procedure: “To seek out, endorse, 
and encourage cooperation with concrete enterprises on 
the field which, under whatever auspices, are undertaken 
and prosecuted in harmony with the principles and recom- 
mendations of the Report of the Laymen’s Inquiry.” 
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3. He, a modernist, a member of an independent modern Mis- 


sions Movement Committee, was elected a member of the 
Board of Foreign Missions, and instructed to help direct our 
missionary program for the next three years by the 1934 As- 
sembly, the same Assembly that ordered the fundamentalists 
of the Independent Board disciplined. How can we have con- 
fidence in the work of a Board with such men as this on it? 
What does our Lord Jesus Christ think? 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer 


Observations—Mr. McIntire 


Subterfuges 


IV. “Members of the Board of For- 
eign Missions elected by the 
General Assembly.” 


The charge would seem to be that 
the General Assembly has elected to 
the Board of Foreign Missions men 
who are indifferent to the doctrinal 
convictions of our Church. The Over- 
ture proposes a form of test and 
qualification for Board members 
which involves the same principle 
which was presented to the General 
Assembly at its meeting in Grand 
Rapids in 1924. The issue was re- 
ferred by that General Assembly, of 
which Dr. Macartney was Moderator 
and Dr. Machen a member, to the 
Judicial Commission, which pre- 
sented a full judgment closing with 
these words—“It is therefore the 
judgment of the Judicial Commission 
that the Overture in question pro- 
poses action by the Gneral Assembly 
which would impose doctrinal tests 
upon ministers and elders which are 
unconstitutional and for this reason 
no action should be taken thereon by 
the General Assembly, and it is so 
recommended.” This judgment was 
confirmed by the Assembly. Another 
Overture involving the same issue 
was referred by the Assembly to the 
Committee on Bills and Overtures, of 
which Dr. Maitland Alexander was 
chairman, and this Committee re- 
ported advising that no action be 
taken and the Assembly so ordered. 
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This Overture, contrary to Dr. 
Speer’s assertion, does not propose 
“a form of test and qualification for 
Board members.” There is no inti- 
mation in the Overture that the par- 
ticular doctrines mentioned are to 
be set apart from others of our 
Standards as essential while others 
are not, or that these are to be made 
a special formula; but the Overture 
does recognize, as every true Chris- 
tian must, that the doctrines men- 
tioned are essential to the Word of 
God and our Standards. The Over- 
ture asks the Assembly: “To take 
care to elect to positions on the 
Board of Foreign Missions only per- 
sons who are fully aware of the 
danger in which the Church stands 
and who are determined to insist 
upon such verities as the full truth- 
fulness of Scripture, the virgin birth 
of our Lord, His substitutionary 
death as a sacrifice to satisfy divine 
justice, His bodily resurrection and 
His miracles, as being essential to 
the Word of God and our Standards 
and as being necessary to the mes- 
sage which every missionary under 
our Church shall proclaim.” To con- 
fuse such with an overture to set up 
some special form of subscription 
for each Board member is another 
of Dr. Speer’s subterfuges! 


Alfred E. Marling 


Something further should be said, 
however, and said in the plainest 
way, with regard to Mr. Alfred FE. 
Marling, Mr. James M. Speers and 
Mrs. John Finley, whom Mr. Mc- 
Intire singles out and regarding Mr. 
Marling asks “How can we have con- 
fidence in the work of a Board with 
such men as this on it?” 


The only criticism of these two 
men and of Mrs. Finley advanced by 
Mr. McIntire is their relationship 
to “Re-Thinking Missions” or the 
Modern Missions Movement. The 
Board has explicitly disagreed, how- 
ever, these friends assenting, with 
the doctrinal basis of “Re-Thinking 
Missions” and has thus far declined 
to cooperate with the Modern Mis- 
sions Movement. 


Dr. Speer says, “The only criti- 
cism ... advanced by Mr. McIntire 
is their relationship to ‘Re-Thinking 
Missions’ or the Modern Missions 
Movement.” My, my, is not that 
enough! This terrible, blasphemous 
Report—and these people are con- 
nected with it and approve it! Mr. 
Marling is a director of the move- 
ment to popularize and to make 
effective “Re-Thinking Missions”! 


Here we face the impossible con- 
tradiction of the Modernists. How 
can Mr. Marling assent to disap- 
proval of “the doctrinal basis of 
‘Re-Thinking Missions’ ” and at the 
same time be a member of the Na- 


’ tional Committee which has as its 


purpose to make effective “the prin- 
ciples and recommendations” of “Re- 
Thinking Missions’? Ye cannot 
serve two masters, Christ and Satan! 
You cannot be for Christ and against 
Christ at the same time and still be 
for Christ! Men may say one thing, 
but they do another! Light and dark- 


ness, truth and error are mutually exclusive. What confidence can Bible believers 
have in men who believe that it is possible to say No and Yes at the same 
instant? Is this “the truest Christian faith” as Dr. Speer says of Mr. Marling? 
Cf. Galatians 1: 8, 9: “But though we, or an angel from heaven, preach any 
other gospel unto you than that which we have preached unto you, let him be 
accursed. As we said before, so say I now again, If any man preach any 
other gospel unto you than that ye have received, let him be accursed.” 


This should be enough to make men of the world, unregenerate men, rise 
up at the sheer dishonesty of it. Yet Dr. Robert E. Speer defends this type 
of Board member and says, “The Presbyterian Church has reason to be grate- 
ful for the loyalty and unselfish-service of such a man.” 


Resolutions 


With regard to Mr. Marling it 
should be remembered that the Rev. 
H. M. Griffiths appeared before the 
Standing Committee on Foreign 
Missions at the 1934 General As- 
sembly and made a protest against 
the reappointment of Mr. Marling 
as a member of the Board. The 
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Dr. Speer again takes refuge be- 
hind the General Assembly’s ap- 
proval of Mr. Marling, in re-electing 
him in 1934, as though that would 
make it right for a man to be a 
member of the Board, who at the 
same time stands before the world 
approving and propagating teach- 


Standing Committee heard him fully, 
considered the whole matter with 
the greatest care and unanimously 
recommended Mr. Marling’s re-elec- 
tion to the General Assembly. 


ings contrary to the Bible. The As- 
sembly may even denounce the Mod- 
ern Missions Movement, but what are 
mere words compared to the act of 
electing a man to the Board of For- 
eign Missions who is a member of 
that Christ-denying, Bible-rejecting 
Movement? It is time people ceased 
to be deceived with pious words and 
resolutions. Let the acts speak 
louder than the words! 


Recommendations 


Mr. Marling is one of the best 
loved and most honored and trusted 
citizens of New York City. He is 
in New York what Mr. John H. Con- 
verse was for so many years in 
Philadelphia. He has been President 
of the Chamber of Commerce. He 
has been a Presbyterian elder for 
more than a generation. He became 
a trustee of Princeton Theological 
Seminary when Dr. Patton was its 
president. He is a man of the noblest 
character and the truest Christian 
faith. For many years he was chair- 
man of the International Committee 
of the Young Men’s Christian As- 
sociation in the time of its largest 
evangelical and _ evangelistic in- 
fluence. He is one of the leading 
experts in real estate and has for 
many years given devoted service as 
chairman of the Finance Committee 
of the Board. The Presbyterian 
Church has reason to be grateful for 
the loyalty and unselfish service of 
such a man. 
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It is impossible for one to see how 
being president of the Chamber of 
Commerce, or an expert in real 
estate, pertain to the issue before us! 
Neither can a man’s present public 
denial of the Bible and historic 
Christianity as a member of the 
Modern Missions Movement be ex- 
cused or explained by any past years 
of service in Christian work! One 
can see, however, that a business man 
of such position in the world, who 
has been “chairman of the Finance 
Committee of the Board’ for many 
years could be considered indispen- 
sable. But one cannot help asking, Is 
financial ability more essential than 
a consistent witness to the only 
Saviour of men? 


James M. Speers 


Evidence 


B. James M. Speers, N. Y., member of the Board of Foreign Mis- 
sions, Class of 1932-1935, Min. G. A. 1934, Part 2, p. 4. 


1. He is one of the directors of the Laymen’s Foreign Missions 
Inquiry, a member of the Presbyterian Committee, together 
with Mrs. John H. Finley, also a member of the Board of 
Foreign Missions. See “Re-Thinking Missions” p. V, and “The 
Missionary Review of the World,” May, 1933, “Reactions from 
One of the Laymen” to Re-Thinking Missions, Mr. Speers ex- 


presses his belief thus: 


Quotation—p. 262. “I am proud of being a part of as fine an 
enterprise as I consider this Laymen’s Foreign Missions 


Inquiry to be.” 


Quotation—p. 260. “While I was not troubled by its the- 
ology, I was tremendously impressed by its Christianity.” 


“The Presbyterian” for February 1, 1934, gives this state- 
ment signed by Mr. Speers: 


Quotation—p. 23. “Our earnest hope is that the Report (Re- 
Thinking Missions) will become more and more effective 
as the inevitability of its major recommendations is recog- 
nized by an enlightened Christian public. The Committee 
perceives clearly the rising tide of interest in the new view- 
point on missions and is profoundly grateful for the part 
the Report has played in arousing such interest.” 


2. The members of the Board of Foreign Missions think so 
highly of Mr. Speers that they have honored him by electing 
him vice president, Min. G. A. 1934, Part 2, p. 4. His term as 
a member of the Board expires this year, 1935. Shall the next 
General Assembly re-elect this man? 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer 


With regard to Mr. Speers, it 
should be enough to say that of his 
six sons two are foreign missiona- 
ries, two ministers in the Church at 
home, and the other two Christian 
laymen, one of them a Presbyterian 
elder in the same church with his 
father. Mr. Speers is a Bible Chris- 
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Observations—Mr. McIntire 


No, Dr. Speer, it is not “enough 
to say that of his six sons two are 
foreign missionaries,’ etc. What 
does all this have to do with his 
signed statement given above and 
with his written approval of “Re- 
Thinking Missions”? Compare Dr. 
Speer’s strong assertion of confi- 


tian brought up on the Scriptures 
and the Catechism in a Scotch-Irish 
Presbyterian home near Belfast. He 
is one of our most evangelistic lay- 
men and was Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of Billy Sunday’s New York 
campaign. His Christian faith and 
loyalty are as solid as Gibraltar. His 
position is clearly set forth in the 
following personal letter written to 
Mr. Speer: 


“I purposely began my article 
in the ‘Missionary Review of the 
World’ by intimating that I did 
not in any degree surrender the 
basis laid down as the motive and 
aim for foreign missions in our 
Presbyterian Church, and I ad- 
here firmly to that. 


“IT have been an elder in the 
Presbyterian Church for forty- 
five years and you know some- 
thing of what my record has been. 
I hope it will withstand whatever 
Dr. Smith and others who think 
as he does may say or think re- 
garding me. Perhaps it is not 
without significance that two of 
my sons went into the Presby- 
terian ministry and that two of 
them became missionaries of our 
Board, not to speak of the fact 
that my other two sons are Chris- 
tian men, my oldest son being an 
elder in the same church with my- 
self. 


“I was brought up on the 
Shorter Catechism, and there was 
a time when I could give the 
correct answers without missing 
a word to the one hundred and 
three questions which are pre- 
sented in that marvelous com- 
pendium of religious truth, In- 
deed, I think with very little 
trouble I could repeat much of 
what is contained in that cate- 
chism today. My father before 
me was a Presbyterian elder and 
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dence, “He is one of our most evan- 
gelistic laymen. . . . His Christian 
faith and loyalty are as solid as 
Gibraltar,” with Mr. Speers’ declara- 
tion, “I am proud of being a part of 
as fine an enterpise as I consider 
this Laymen’s Foreign Missions In- 
quiry to be.” Of the first four chap- 
ters of ‘“Re-Thinking Missions,” 
from which Dr. Robert E. Speer says 
the Board dissented, Mr. James M. 
Speers wrote in the same article in 
“The Missionary Review of the 
World” quoted above: 


“While I do not in any degree 
surrender the basis of our Pres- 
byterian statement of the motive 
and aims of Foreign Missions, 
I take the first four chapters of 
the Report just for what the com- 
missioners say they were meant 
to be, viz., an attempt to put into 
everyday modern speech, free 
from the language of theological 
dogma, much of the essence of 
what Christianity really means in 
our lives. I have found these 
chapters exceedingly stimulating, 
expressed in language which I be- 
lieve would be more readily 
understood and perhaps be more 
acceptable to our young people 
than our own phraseology.” 


Has a man who accepts these first 
four chapters “a Christian faith... 
as solid as Gibraltar,” as Dr. Robert 
E. Speer here asserts? Furthermore, 
Mr. Speers thinks, as is clearly 
shown from the quotation just given, 
and the letter Dr. Speer here quotes, 
that he can hold to the Presbyte- 
rian Board’s statement of missionary 
aim and purpose and at the same 
time accept the first four chapters 
of “Re-Thinking Missions”! How can 
a man who has not merely head 
knowledge of the one hundred seven 
(not one hundred three) questions of 
the Shorter Catechism, but who be- 


back in my home in the North of 
Ireland as a child, a part of our 
Sunday afternoon experience oc- 
casionally was to have the whole 
family of nine children brought 
together for a time to be exam- 
ined in the Shorter Catechism. 
My father or mother would ask 
the questions and the younger 
children would answer them as 
far as they could, and then the 
older ones would take them up 
and go on through to the end. 
My whole religious thought and 
life have been permeated by the 
teaching of that catechism. 


“Of course I believe in Jesus 
Christ as the Son of God and 
that in a very different sense in 
which you and I are sons of God. 
I believe in His atoning death on 
the cross for sinners and I be- 
lieve that He rose again from the 
dead on the third day. My whole 
religious thought and life and 
Christian activity have been based 
upon these truths, but it is not 
necessary, is it, that one should 
be continually repeating such 
statements? There are people who 
revel in doctrinal studies and 
discussions. This never had any 
great appeal for me. I have al- 
ways been much more concerned 
about how to live the teachings 
of Jesus and follow His example 
than to spend energy and effort 
in discussing these things. In this 
connection, I think one of the 
most beautiful things that was 
said at the memorial service for 
dear Dr. Alexander was that ‘He 
quarreled with no man’s faith but 
he held firmly to his own.’ I wish 
I might be found worthy even in 
some small measure to have that 
said of me.” 


Recently the Rev. Joseph M. 


Woods, chairman of the Foreign 
Missions Committee of the Presby- 
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lieves them, ever indorse “Re-Think- 
ing Missions” thus? It is impossible! 
Truth and error do not live together. 


With reference to the previous po- 
sitions of Christian trust held by 
Mr. Speers, which Dr. Speer reminds 
us of, we need indeed read the Word 
of God in Ezekiel 33: 12, 13: 


“Therefore, thou son of man, say 
unto the children of thy people, 
The righteousness of the righteous 
shall not deliver him in the day 
of his transgression: . . . neither 
shall the righteous be able to live 
for his righteousness in the day 
that he sinneth. When I shall say 
to the righteous, that he shall 
surely live; if he trust to his own 
righteousness, and commit in- 
iquity, all his righteousnesses 
shall not be remembered; but for 
his iniquity that he hath com- 
mitted, he shall die for it.” 


Not a man’s past righteousness but 
his present sin stand before the 
Lord. It should be observed with 
equal frankness and tenderness that 
this truth of God’s Word applies not 
only to Mr. Speers, but to the other 
individuals and numerous circum- 
stances throughout the Memorandum 
and correspondence, in whose sup- 
port Dr. Speer employs this kind of 
argument. It is particularly perti- 
nent in these days of apostasy that 
Bible lovers remember the prophet’s 
words. These are days when men 
who have been mighty leaders in 
Christian enterprises are now indif- 
ferent to and even the defenders of 
Modernism. “The righteousness of 
the righteous shall not deliver him 
in the day of his transgression.” 


tery of Chester, wrote to Mr. Speers with regard to his personal faith and Mr. 
Speers replied as follows: 


“In reply to your letter of July 16th, I thought that by action of the 
General Assembly the whole controversy regarding Re-Thinking Missions 
was to be regarded as a closed book. In view of that, I think it is a pity 
to bring it up again, and I have been very reluctant, therefore, to have any 
part in doing so but in the interest of the cause of foreign missions and 
if it can help that in any way to your question put in the following lan- 
guage, ‘Would it be possible to have a personal statement of your belief 
in Jesus Christ as the world’s only divine Savior and Redeemer and of your 
conviction that while you may be tolerant and even sympathetic toward the 
good in other religions and their earnest search for the truth, neverthe- 
less none of them can ever be sufficient either alone or together to afford 
the eternal salvation and abiding peace which comes through faith in the 
Cross of Calvary and the emptied tomb,’ let me say that to what is here 


expressed I can give my full endorsement.” 


Mrs. Finley 


Mrs. Finley is the wife of Dr. John 
H. Finley, one of the editors of the 
New York Times, and an elder in 
the First Presbyterian Church of 
New York City. She is a woman of 
the warmest Christian faith and the 
purest Christian character; active in 
her church, in the Young Women’s 
Christian Association, and in every 
good and true cause. 


The Presbyterian Church should 
be happy that it can command in its 
work the loyalty and devotion of 
men and women like these. 


Though we have the profoundest 
respect for Mrs. Finley’s social po- 
sition, and for her distinguished 
husband’s position as an editor of 
the “New York Times,” nevertheless, 
these considerations do not in the 
least alter her relation to “Re- 
Thinking Missions”! If, as Dr. Speer 
says, she is active “in every good 
and true cause,’ does he mean to 
imply that “Re-Thinking Missions” 
was “a true cause”? 


The most significant thing about 
Dr. Speer’s defense of the members 
of the Board is not these members, 
but Dr. Robert E. Speer himself. He 
approves of them and we should be 
“happy” to have such loyal and de- 
voted men and women, he concludes. 


In the light of this statement it is clear that there will never be any disposition 
on the part of the associates of Dr. Speer in the councils of the Church to 
publish a “Studies in the Constitution” and ask that those members of our 
Church who are members of the Modern Missions Movement be disciplined, as 
the General Assembly did in ordering disciplined the Bible believers who 
oppose this intolerable Modernism. Loyalty to Christ means nothing. Loyalty to 
a Board and to Board secretaries, everything! 
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All Board Members 


Evidence 


C. All the other members of the Board are equally implicated in 
the modernist policies and propaganda of the Board, for to 
our knowledge they have brought in no minority reporta and 
raised no public protests against the literature, policies, mis- 
Slonaries, or personnel of the Board. ; 
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THE DESIRE FOR ANSWERS TO EVIDENCE OF 
MODERNISM IN THE BOARD 


Evidence 


V. THE DESIRE FOR ANSWERS TO EVIDENCE OF MOD- 
ERNISM IN THE BOARD 


The most serious charge that can be made against any mis- 
Sionary agency is that it is disloyal to Christ. Such evidence 
should be immediately, openly and clearly, not just denied, 
but answered. There has been considerable evidence brought 
forth against the loyalty of our Board of Foreign Missions 
to Jesus Christ, the most voluminous of which has been, 
“Modernism and the Board of Foreign Missions,” by Dr. J. 
Gresham Machen. This was presented to the 1933 General 
Assembly. The General Assembly said the charges were un- 
founded and the Board of Foreign Missions was worthy of 
full confidence. The answers to the Evidence have never been 
given to the laymen of the Church. Many laymen of the Pres- 
byterian Church have seen this Evidence. They have a con- 
science. The General Assembly is not their conscience. The 
General Assembly is not infallible. Men can look at the Evi- 
dence of Modernism and look at the Bible, and see the two do 
not agree. They want an explanation! 


Observations—Mr. McIntire 
Loyalty to Jesus Christ 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer 


V. “The desire for answers to evi- 
dence of Modernism in_ the 
Board.” 


The charge is that the Board of 


As to whether the Board or its 
Senior Secretary are able to answer 
facts which demonstrate a deflection 
from the Bible and loyalty to Jesus 


Foreign Missions has been unwilling 
or unable “to give to the laymen of 
our Church to whom our Church 
appeals for funds answers to the 
evidence of modernism in our Board 
of Foreign Missions which has been 
brought forth.” 


Mr. McIntire specifies in particular 
(1) the failure of the Board to give 
to the laymen of the Church the 
answers made before the Standing 
Committee on Foreign Missions of 
the 1933 General Assembly to Dr. 
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Christ has been adequately judged 
by the foregoing pages. Dr. Speer, 
the Board’s illustrious leader, has 
failed to answer facts. He attempted 
the impossible! In the light of the 
preceding Evidence and Dr. Speer’s 
Memorandum one can understand 
why a public answer to the Evidence 
adduced by Dr. Machen was never 
made. Facts cannot be answered. 
Eloquence, sentiment, evasion, per- 
sonalities, subtlety will not suffice! 


So far as any discussion of the 


Machen’s pamphlet on “Modernism 
and the Board of Foreign Missions,” 
which was presented by Dr. Machen, 
though he was not a Commissioner, 
to that Standing Committee, and (2) 
the unsatisfactory character of the 
correspondence between Mr. MclIn- 
tire and Mr. Speer. 


The meaning of the particular 
reference “to the laymen of our 
Church to whom our Church appeals 
for funds” is not apparent. No other 
appeal is made to the laymen than 
to the ministers and women of the 
Church and there are even churches 
where all that is given is given not 
by the laymen but by the pastor 
and his wife. Furthermore, the 
Standing Committee on Foreign 
Missions and the General Assembly 
itself are made up equally of minis- 
ters and laymen, and a full and 
satisfying answer to Dr. Machen’s 
pamphlet was made to the laymen 
on the Standing Committee of the 
1933 Assembly, and a full and sat- 
isfying answer to Mr. Griffiths’ at- 
tack was made to the laymen on the 
Standing Committee in the 1934 
Assembly. It is true that the evi- 
dence presented to these two Stand- 
ing Committees was not scattered 
through the Church in controversy 
and contention with Dr. Machen and 
Mr. Griffiths. The Presbyterian 
Church is a Church of law and 
order. The issues at stake are issues 
to be determined in accordance with 
the Constitution and procedure of 
the Church. They were so determined 
by the highest judicatory of the 
Church and it would be neither Pres- 
byterian nor Christian nor decent 
to carry on a newspaper contro- 
versy and a battle of pamphlets with 
individuals who are unwilling to 
accept the judgments of the very 
courts to which they appealed. 
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word “laymen” is concerned, Dr. 
Speer clearly perceives the point 
when he recognizes that, in regard 
to Dr. Machen’s brief, the member- 
ship of the Church—the men who 
give most of the money—never re- 
ceived any more than a declaration 
of the Assembly that the Board was 
worthy of full confidence. The lay- 
men in our Church who knew and 
recognized the facts as being con- 
trary to the Bible had to silence 
their consciences by accepting, not 
the Bible’s verdict concerning the 
evidence of Modernism, but the 
General Assembly’s verdict. There 
would and could never have been 
any “controversy and contention 
with Dr. Machen and Mr. Griffiths” 
by making public the answer, if that 
which was made public had been 
really an answer. The fact that the 
Board hesitated to give such infor- 
mation to the Church for the reason 
herein mentioned by Dr. Speer re- 
veals that the Board recognized its 
weakness and did not feel that the 
answer would convince. In this the 
Board no doubt was correct, for the 
answer given the General Assembly’s 
Committee satisfied a member of the 
Laymen’s Inquiry which published 
“Re-Thinking Missions.” Fine words, 
personalities, and politics frequently 
play a large place in some com- 
mittees, but when a man sits down 
with his Bible and a document, fine 
words and personalities cannot al- 
ways prevent the Holy Spirit from 
showing him how contrary to the 
Bible and to fact any such document 
might be. 


We thank God that the Presby- 
terian Church, according to its Con- 
stitution, is a Church of law and 
order, and that law and that order 
is God’s Holy Word. The Bible is 
the rule, the guide, the central and 
only authority for every Protestant. 
In its truth and unity every evan- 
gelical lives and rejoices. The Gen- 


eral Assembly may “determine” that 
the Board is worthy of full con- 
fidence, as it has said, 

true Presbyterian and Protestant who sees from the Bible, in the a igre 
Holy Spirit, that the Board is doing things contrary to God’s revealed will 
and therefore is not worthy of full confidence, will obey God and follow his 
enlightened Christian conscience rather than submit to the Assembly’s judg- 
ment as Lord. When Dr. Speer appeals finally to the “highest judicatory” I 
appeal finally to the Bible. See Confession of Faith: 


Chapter I, Section X (p. 15).—“The Supreme Judge, by whom all 
controversies of religion are to be determined, and all decrees of 
councils, opinions of ancient writers, doctrines of men, and private 
Spirits, are to be examined, and in whose sentence we are to rest, can be 
no other but the Holy Spirit speaking in the Scripture.” 


Chapter XXXI, Section II (p. 119).—“It belongeth to synods and 
councils, ministerially, to determine controversies of faith and cases of 
conscience; to set down rules and directions for the better ordering of 
the public worship of God, and government of his Church; to receive 
complaints in cases of mal-administration, and authoritatively to deter- 
mine the same: which decrees and determinations, if consonant to the 
Word of God, are to be received with reverence and submission, not only 
for their agreement with the Word, but also for the power whereby 


ahs are made, as being an ordinance of God, appointed thereunto in his 
ord.” 


Individuals cannot and must not, according to our own Constitution, accept 
the mandate or judgment of an Assembly which they believe to be contrary to 
the law of the Church, the Bible. Dr. Speer’s appeal to the final judgment of 
the Assembly as determining a man’s attitude and conduct toward his Board 
strikes at the very heart of Protestantism. His constant urging of the As- 
sembly’s judgment upon every layman of the Church, as absolutely final and 
right, is an attempt to make Roman Catholics out of good Presbyterians. It 
will not work. Presbyterians will reverently and submissively recognize the 
mandates of their Assembly when they consider such judgment to be in accord 
with the Bible. Every Christian must give an account of himself directly to 
God, and not indirectly through some visible organization or politically con- 
trolled Assembly. 


1. 


Correspondence 


Evidence 


A. Correspondence with Dr. Robert E. Speer with the full knowl- 


edge and approval of the Session of The Collingswood Pres- 
byterian Church. 


On May 24, 1934, I wrote a letter which was sent to Dr. 
Speer in which I said, “The evidence given [Dr. Machen’s 
brief] was not answered then [at the New Brunswick Pres- 
bytery] and has never been answered by 156 Fifth Avenue 
or by any of our officials.” 


Dr. Speer replied, May 31, 1934, quoting the statement of the 
General Council published in the Minutes of the 1934 General 
Assembly, saying that Dr. Machen appeared before the 
Foreign Missions Committee of the Assembly and ‘“‘repre- 
sentatives of the Board answered every point that he had 
made one by one.” He also said in regard to the 1934 Assembly 
in matters which Mr. Griffiths brought to the attention of the 
Standing Committee on Foreign Missions, “He was answered 
in full by the representatives of the Board and the Standing 
Committee unanimously dismissed the charge.’”’ The General 
Council and the Board of Foreign Missions both say that this 
evidence was answered in the Committee. If answered there, 
why smother them? Presbyterians have consciences. 


On June 9, I wrote Dr. Speer, “If the answers have been made 
in the secret session of the Foreign Missions Committee, why 
are they not made public to the laymen of the Church who 
give their money? Furthermore, the Foreign Missions Com- 
mittee of 1933, who heard the answers which are said to be 
so satisfactory, had on its membership a man who took part 
in the publishing of the Laymen’s Foreign Missionary Re- 
port. These answers were satisfactory to him... . Since we 
are anxious to know all the facts, since we want to have full 
confidence in our Board of Foreign Missions, and since you 
as a secretary want us to have that confidence, why not give 
to the laymen who love the Gospel, in black and white, the 
evidence which answers the charges which have been made?” 
I also asked specific questions about evidence. 


June 19, Dr. Speer acknowledged my letter of June 9, but 


refused to reply. 
dye 


July 2, I quoted to him the statement I have just given above 
and reminded him that the Collingswood Church supported 
two missionaries under the Board and that we had a right to 
ask questions. No sensible person can have confidence in a 
Board which refuses to answer conscientious questions. 


July 10, Dr. Speer replied, “I do not think that anything 
would be gained by publication to the Church and to the 
world of documents which could only prolong controversy.” 
Why would such documents prolong controversy if they were 
answers? Rather than give to the Church the simple answers 
to the evidence of Modernism, we must satisfy our conscience 
by accepting the infallible judgment of the Assembly! All 
that the laymen of the Church have seen are the resolutions 
of the General Assembly, Synods, and Presbyteries, saying 
that the Board of Foreign Missions is all right. All the resolu- 
tions in the world cannot alter evidence or make error, truth, 
or a Board with modernistic tendencies loyal to Christ. If 
these charges are not true then the Board should face them, 
should answer them for the entire Church, that the conscience 
of every layman may be clear. If the evidence against the 
Board is true, we must change the Board in order to glorify 
Christ. 

After persistent demands to Dr. Speer, finally on July 26, he 
attempted to answer the specific questions asked him on June 
9 (to which he refused to reply on June 19). The reply was 
not satisfactory to me or to the elders. We long to have full 
confidence in our Board! We want that confidence! When the 
General Assembly corrects the Board we shall all have it! 
Therefore, we pray that the Presbytery may send this Over- 
ture to the 1985 General Assembly! 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer 


To every inquiry that has been 
addressed to the Board, however, 
clear and immediate reply has been 
made, and there is abundant evi- 
dence that the Church at large has 
complete confidence in the Board 
and its missionaries. The only criti- 
cisms emanate from a small group 
whose leaders have openly stated 
that they can only be convinced of 
the trustworthiness of the General 
Assembly and its agencies when the 
present personnel of the Assembly’s 
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Observations—Mr. McIntire 


The “criticisms” of the Board are 
not coming from such a “small 
group,” for throughout the Church, 
in every state in the Union, men 
who possess the facts are lifting 
their voices against the Modernism 
in the Board and the Church. One 
can thank God that we still have 
men in our midst who place the 
fear of God above the fear of an 
all-powerful ecclesiastical machine, 
men who place loyalty to Christ above 
loyalty to earthly friends, men who 


officers and its Foreign Mission 
Board are dismissed and the conduct 
of the Church and its work is placed 
in the hands of those who are carry- 
ing on the present campaign. 


have the blood of martyrs flowing 
in their veins. And the blood of any 
such martyrs will continue to be the 
seed of the true Church. May God 
give us more men of courage who 
place fidelity to His Word above 
every worldly or ecclesiastical con- 
sideration! “He that loseth his life 
for my sake shall find it” (Matt. 
10: 39). 


Moreover, the criticisms find their 


as an indication that the things not mentioned were satisfactory is indeed 


exasperating! 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer 


Observations—Mr. McIntire 


One Way Correspondence 


The appropriate answer, however, 
is to present herewith Mr. Speer’s 
letters of May 31, June 19, July 10, 
and July 26 which are the letters 
specified and misrepresented in Mr. 


One wonders how a “just and 
open-minded man” can judge Dr. 
Speer’s letters when Dr. Speer 
leaves him in the dark as to just 
what he is answering. However, 1 


basis in the Board of Foreign Missions itself. These criticisms are facts and 
acts of the Board, and the Board’s disposition, which stands out in glowing 
contradiction to God’s Word when placed alongside of the Bible. The Bible is 
the only critic the Board really has in this crisis! Personalities drop out of 
the picture despite Dr. Speer’s effort to make them paramount, and the clear 
facts and evidence remain to command the attention, prayers, and action of 
every Bible lover. 


Dr. Speer makes another unsupported assertion when he tells us that the 
Board’s work must be placed in the hands of those who are carrying on this 
propaganda. I have made no such statement, nor have I heard anyone say that 
the work of the Board must be “placed in the hands of those who are carrying 
on the present campaign.” However, I earnestly contend that the work of the 
Board should be placed in the hands of men, whoever they may be, who will 
guard the witness of our Church and zealously contend for the faith once for 
all delivered unto the saints. Our present Board professes with its lips to do 
this, but its acts, work, and disposition reveal otherwise. This is all the more 
reason why the General Assembly must adopt this Overture. 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer Observations—Mr. McIntire 


Only “Some” of the Evidence 


With regard to the alleged un- This statement is contrary to 


McIntire’s argument and to let 
every just and open-minded man 
judge for himself. 


shall give both Dr. Speer’s and my 
letters, so you may judge. Moreover, 
the same methods of evasion, mis- 
statement, misquotation, and denial 
which he employs so ineffectively in 
his Memorandum abound here also. 


satisfactory character of Mr. Speer’s 
correspondence with Mr. McIntire, 
it may be observed that it seems to 
have been so far satisfactory that 
not one of the points answered by 
Mr. Speer is now mentioned by Mr. 
McIntire. 


fact. How Dr. Speer can make it 
after reading the correspondence 
and the Evidence is beyond our ken. 
In the correspondence, “The Way of 
Discovery” (page 79) and “The 
Never Failing Light” (page 77) are 
specifically mentioned, and the Au- 
burn Affirmation is discussed (page 
79), and all three of these are pre- 
sented in the Evidence (pages 9, 20, 
51). Furthermore, the Introduction 
to the Evidence says that in the Evi- 
dence I am only presenting “some” 


of the evidence of Modernism, and that what is presented there is in addition 
to that in Dr. Machen’s brief. Facts mentioned by Dr. Machen which are in 
the correspondence are not in the Evidence. For Dr. Speer to imply that be- 
cause I do not mention the very things I specifically said I would not mention 
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Correspondence 


M 2551933. 
Board of Foreign Missions, Bi 


Presbyterian Church U. S. A. 
156 Fifth Avenue, 

New York City, N. Y. 

Dear Brethren: 

For some time I have felt that I should write expressing the dissatisfaction of myself and 
the entire Session of the Collingswood Presbyterian Church with certain matters relative to our 
Board of Foreign Missions. 

For a number of years I have felt that there has been a tendency on the part of the 
Board to lean toward Modernism and away from absolute faith in the full message of the Word 
of God. This has been evidenced by the Board’s attitude toward the Auburn Affirmation, and 
in more recent days toward Mrs. Pearl Buck and her well known unscriptural ideas. Only this 
morning does the Philadelphia Ledger bring the news that when Mrs. Buck tendered her resig- 
nation, though it was accepted by the Board, it was accepted without comment save with regret. 
What does it mean when the Board of Foreign Missions regrets the resignation from its service 
of one who openly and flagrantly dishonors the Word of God and our Lord Jesus Christ? 

Everyone knows that for several years past our Board has experienced a falling off in 
receipts from the individual churches. Has it never occurred to the members of the Board that 
the Holy Spirit may be withholding His blessing primarily because of the fact that the Board 
through its administration has been dishonoring the Lord Jesus Christ whom He delights to 
honor? I see positively no hope for the present situation until our Board makes a clean break 
with Modernism and the modernist element in our church. This can only be done, I believe, 
through the resignation of the entire Board and the electing of a new Board, every one of 
whom is committed unwaveringly and without any mental reservations to the great doctrinal 
statements of our church. 

I tell you frankly it has only been my own personal influence with the Session of this 
church that has kept them from breaking with the Board long before this. I cannot say what 
they will do if things continue much longer as they are. 

I — read this letter to my Session and it is being sent with their full knowledge and 
approval. - 

Earnestly praying that God may have His way with our Board of Foreign Missions, I am 


Very sincerely yours, 
HAROLD S. LAIRD. 


[A brief note enclosing this letter to Dr. Hudson was sent to Dr. Speer, May 28, 1934, in 
which we asked if the letter of Dr. Hudson, addressed to us, had been prompted by any sugges- 
tion from the Board.] : 

May 24, 1934. 


Dr. Ellis H. Hudson, 

American Presbyterian Mission, 

Deir-ez-Zor, Syria. 

My dear Dr. Hudson: y 

Your letter of May 6 is indeed a surprise to me, but I am glad that you have written so 
frankly, for it enables us to let you know exactly our feelings back home. Your letter, of course, 
will be read to the Session, but, as you have addressed this one to me, I am going to reply 
immediately. P 

As I read your letter, from what you say about Mr. Laird’s name being on our calendar 
of April 8 in reference to a rally for the Independent Board for Presbyterian Foreign 
Missions in Philadelphia, I am led to believe that you do not have in your hands all of the 
facts regarding, first, the issues involved in the controversy over our Foreign Board, and second, 
the position of the Collingswood Church toward these great, issues. Since we are right here in 
the center of things we are very conversant with the issues and the evidence which has been 
forthcoming. Ay 

In the first place, I feel definitely that the official Board of Foreign Missions of our Church 
is compromising with the Gospel and supporting men and cooperating with agencies which 
literally deny the Gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ. You, of course, will agree that if such is 
true the Board would be unworthy of the confidence of Bible loving Christians. The last two 
years have furnished abundant evidence that this is true. I am sending to you a copy of a 
pamphlet by Dr. Machen, “‘Modernism and the Board of Foreign Missions of the Presbyterian 
Church,” which contains evidence with the reference where each is found. I heard him deliver 
this on May 11, 1933 at the Presbytery of New Brunswick. The evidence given was not 
answered then and has never been answered by 156 Fifth Avenue or by any of our officials 
and is just as valid today as ever. ; 

Concerning Mrs. Buck, whose position is discussed in this pamphlet, she resigned, but the 
Board accepted her resignation “with regret’? and with the assurance that no pressure had been 
brought to bear by them upon her. , 

In regard to the argument of this pamphlet about the Candidate Secretary, an Auburn 
Affirmationist, he also resigned, but the Board has made it clear that his resignation was not 
the result of any attack upon him, it has expressed its full confidence in him, and explained 
that, as a measure of economy, his position will not be filled immediately, but that when the 
vacancy is filled another man of his standing will be secured. 
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; These are the only two things which have happened which bear in any way upon the 
evidence in this pamphlet. I am sure that you will be particularly impressed with the situation 
in China as it is given here. 

In the October 1933 issue of ‘Christianity Today’ the Rev. Wilbur M. Smith, minister of 
the _Presbyterian Church of Coatesville, Pa., reviews a missionary study book, ““The Never 
Failing Light,” by James Hall Franklin, recommended by our Board of Foreign Missions to 
the societies of the church. If you have seen this book or read this review you will see how 
outrageous the book is. In the November 1933 issue of “Christianity Today” there is an open 
letter to Dr. Speer from the Woman’s Missionary Society of this church protesting against this 
literature and demanding that the book be withdrawn. Our women received a typical, evasive, 

shifting the buck” answer to their letter and nothing whatever was done about the literature. 
A series of booklets just issued by our Board for devotional reading this year are equally 
intolerable in their denial of Christian truth. 

“The Sunday School Times” for May 5, 1934 also contains additional evidence of the dis- 
loyalty of our Foreign Board to the Word of God and the Constitution of our Church. 

In the May 1934 issue of “Christianity Today” is an article by Dr. Albert B. Dodd entitled, 
“A Missionary’s Statement to the Home Constituency,” in which he enumerates a number of 
very startling things in the Chinese work which reveal the unfaithfulness of our Board to its 
commission. I am sending this copy of ‘Christianity Today” to you, for it also has a number 
of other things concerning the keen issues before the church. The only answers which have been 
forthcoming to this and additional evidence have been that Presbytery after Presbytery has 
confirmed its confidence in the Board and that the last General Assembly approved the work 
with the Board. How could such resolutions alter the evidence when the facts are so clear? 

Our interest in these things is our interest in the Word; of God and the salvation of lost 
souls, and a Board which propagates unbelief is indeed unworthy of the confidence of men who 
believe that there is only one possible way of salvation and that through the shed blood of our 
Lord Jesus Christ. 

In the second place the Session and the members of the church have been very keen to 
the evident apostasy in the visible church and to the issues involved in the missionary work. 
I am enclosing a letter which was written May 2, 1933 which expresses the unanimous feeling 
of the Session of this church concerning our Board of Foreign Missions. This has been a 
growing feeling of the Session over a long period of time. Long before I became pastor of this 
church the Session sent to our Board of Foreign Missions only money which it designated to 
you and Dr. Chisholm because of its lack of confidence in the Board. This was done as a 
definite protest to the Board. With the organization of the Independent Board Mr. Laird became 
a member of it. Our Woman’s Missionary Society has had the secretary of the Independent 
Board here to speak to it, and the purpose of this Board also is to serve as a protest against 
the actions of our official Board and to arouse the church to a realization that drastic action 
must be taken by our church to reform the Board, that it may not be ashamed of the Gospel 
of Christ and unafraid of the criticisms of the world. With a growing interest in missions and 
a progressing church the Session has recently unanimously taken on the support of a new 
missionary who will serve in North China. He will go out under the Independent Board. 

I give you these things because I am sure that from your letter you are not familiar with 
the feeling here in the church and I am confident that when you are in possession of all the 
evidence and have considered this which I am sending you now prayerfully your feeling in this 
whole matter will be one with ours. We are not interested in causing dissension or disunion 
in our beloved church. There would be no trouble whatever if our Board of Foreign Missions 
were loyal to the Constitution of our Church and our Saviour Jesus Christ. The trouble is not 
with the Fundamentalists but with the Board. As you will agree, our loyalty as a church and 
as individuals who have been redeemed is first to the Word of God and our Lord and Saviour 
phic Christ. We are interested in every effort which is being made to reform our present 

oard. 

The Gospel of Christ will include all who accept it by faith. It excludes all who reject 
the one message of the Word of God and has no place for those who deny the deity of our 
Lord Jesus Christ or His substitutionary atonement for sin. I am sorry to hear you speak of 
“Machenism’”’ emphasizing exclusiveness. I have studied under him and have read all of his 
books, which I trust you have, too, including, ‘‘What Is Faith,”’ “Christianity and Liberalism,” 
“The Origin of Paul’s Religion,” and “The Virgin Birth of Christ,’ and I have found, as 
even such unsaved but thinking men as Mencken and Walter Lippman testify, that he is an 
exponent of historic and Biblical Christianity. He is an outstanding representative of that which 
has not brought sterility to the world but the Reformation and the great revivals of Christendom. 
As a matter of fact, it is Modernism which is sterile and through which the Spirit of God 
cannot work. 

In regard to the union of the Presbyterian Church with the United Presbyterian Church, 
I agree with you exactly. Undoubtedly, denominational lines, as you point out, have been a 
hindrance to the Gospel of Jesus Christ, and these should be eliminated wherever possible, but 
I am sure that we are agreed that any union which is consummated must be according to the 
Word of God and not according to the give and take in the bargainings of men. If you have 
studied the form of government alone in this proposed union you will see that there are a 
number of things which would make the united church no longer a Presbyterian church in its 
form of government. There is an article in the April issue of “Christianity Today’’ which 
summarizes this situation very clearly. 

The General Assembly is facing the missionary issue right now. The General Council sent 
out a pamphlet to all the commissioners entitled, ‘Studies in the Constitution of the Presbyterian 
Church in the U. S. A.,’”’ which is a direct attack upon the constitutionality of the Independent 
Board. The pamphlet begs the whole issue because the Independent Board is not within the 
Presbyterian Church. This pamphlet closes with a summary which includes this statement, “A 
church member or an individual church that will not give to promote the official, authorized 
program of the Presbyterian Church is in exactly the same position with reference to the 
Constitution of the church as a church member or an individual church that would refuse to 
take part in the celebration of the Lord’s Supper.” This placing of giving to the official Board 
on the same level with the partaking of the Communion is indeed blasphemy. 

We are living in perilous times and in an hour of apostasy from the faith, but God has 
counted us worthy to be witnesses of His. 

bf 


I have written you at this length, Dr. Hudson, because I want you to know our feeling 
here and I trust that you will let us hear from you again after you have examined these 
things. You have the constant prayers of the people of the Collingswood Church, and every day 
the prayer circle in the manse remembers your work in Deir-ez-Zor. 


With kindest best wishes, I am 
Sincerely yours, 
CARL McINTIRE. 


May 31, 1934. 


Dear Mr. McIntire: a 

On returning from the General Assembly this morning I find your note of May 28 with 
its enclosed copy of your letter of May 24 to Dr. Ellis H. Hudson of Deir-ez-Zor, Syria. 

Your letter brings us the first intimation as to Dr. Hudson’s letter of May 6 to you. 
I have not as yet seen his letter. Dr. Trull has been absent from the office for many weeks 
with a serious illness but Dr. Hall, who is looking after his work, tells me that he has not as 
yet received a copy of Dr. Hudson’s letter of May 6 to you. 

Dr. Hudson’s letter was prompted by no intimation whatever from me, or, as far as I can 
learn, from any one connected with the Board. 

I am very much obliged to you for sending a copy of your letter to Dr. Hudson. I judge 
from what we know of the attitude of the Collingswood Church and from the tone of your 
letter that it would not be of any help to enter into any argument. I should like, however, to 
correct a few statements of fact in your letter, which, I think, are in error: 

1. You say that Dr. Machen’s pamphlet on “Modernism” “has never been answered by 
156 Fifth Avenue, or by any of our officials.” This is incorrect as the statement of the General 
Council to the recent General Assembly says, of the meeting of the Standing Committee on 
Foreign Missions of the General Assembly of 1933: 

“Dr. Machen appeared accordingly and was heard at great length. He presented from 
the pamphlet which he had already circulated throughout the church such points as he 
wished to present to the Committee. It has been stated that the General Assembly did not 
consider the allegations made in this pamphlet and that no answer was made to them. 
This statement is contrary to the fact. The Assembly did consider these matters in the 
regular and constitutional way in which it deals with all such questions, namely, through 
its responsible committee, just as it deals with judicial questions through its judicial com- 
mission. Moreover, after Dr. Machen had spoken, representatives of the Board answered 
every point that he had made one by one, with the result that the committee of forty-five 
voted to dismiss the overtures and Dr. Machen’s charges, and to affirm full confidence in 
the Board of Foreign Missions and the foreign missionary work of the Church as conducted 
by the General Assembly through the Board, with only two negative votes, cast by two 
members of the committee who were in constant conference with Dr. Machen and receiv- 
ing instructions from him. The report of the committee was overwhelmingly adopted by 
the General Assembly.” 

Furthermore, at the General Assembly in Cleveland Mr. Griffiths appeared before the 
Standing Committee on Foreign Missions and laid before it again the same pamphlet and re- 
peated some of its charges and added others. He was answered in full by representatives of 
the Board and the Standing Committee unanimously dismissed his charges. It is quite true that 
the Board has not entered into any public controversy, but it has met every charge before the 
proper judicatory of the Church where the charge has been heard, considered and dismissed. 

2. The Board did accept Mrs. Buck’s resignation with regret. Likewise with regret it 
recognized Mr. Woodbridge’s withdrawal from the Africa Mission. Its regret in Mrs. Buck’s 
case was because she was unable any longer to hold and proclaim the Christian faith as she 
had held it on her first appointment by the Southern Presbyterian Church as a missionary to 
China and her appointment as a missionary of our Church when she married Mr. Buck. 7 

3. The Board utterly repudiates, as the Standing Committee of the General Assembly did, 
the unwarranted interpretation placed on the following sentence in its reply to the Presbytery 
of Chester: 

“When the time comes to appoint a new candidate secretary the Board will seek one 
who will represent the sound principles on which it has always’ acted and will continue 
to act in securing candidates fully representative of the faith and evangelical spirit of 
our Church.” 3 
There is absolutely no reference whatsoever in the sentence to the Auburn affirmation. 

4. The question of mission study text books has been dealt with very fully by the Presby- 
tery of Chester, by the Board of Foreign Missions and by the recent General Assembly, and 
they are all in full accord with regard to this very difficult question. __ . 

5. The Sunday School Times for May 5, 1934, contains no “additional evidence of the 
disloyalty of our Foreign Board to the Word of God and the constitution of our Church.” What- 
ever statements are made in that editorial are either unfair or untrue. The Board is disloyal 
neither to the Word of God nor to the constitution of the Church, and the General Assembly 
has so declared in two successive meetings. In the recent meeting when the resolutions of the 
Standing Committee were voted upon they were approved with one negative vote cast by Mr. 

riffiths. ere : 
rs 6. The article by Dr. Albert B. Dodd in the May, 1934, issue of “Christianity Today’ 
was published as a threat to the Board of Foreign Missions in the effort to lead the Board to 
support Dr. Dodd against the majority of the members of his | own Mission. Dr. Dodd has 
declined to name any missionary who is unfaithful and has admitted that he has ‘no written 
proof to offer.” His chief attack is on the Christian Literature Society. He complains against 
four of its more than 1200 publications. This society is supported by the conservative churches 
including the Continuing Presbyterian Church of Canada, and the secretary of the China Inland 
Mission is on its London committee. It publishes sermons of Moody and Spurgeon and almost 
all the evangelical literature that is available in China. Its chief associate worker and its most 
prolific author is Dr. Watson M. Hayes, the president of the Seminary where Dr. Dodd teaches. 
If it is wrong to cooperate with this society Dr. Dodd is one of the wrong-doers, as he has 
used and still uses the Society for the publication of his Commentary on Galatians. 


78 


: mie pe statement that the Board “propagates unbelief” is an untrue and un-Christian 
statement, 

8. As to union with the United Presbyterian Church, the General Assembly approved the 
plan submitted with only twenty negative votes. The Plan of Union proposes a more clear and 
unequivocal doctrinal basis than we have in the present constitution of our Church. It sets 
the Scriptures in the place where they belong. The form of government it proposes is a direct 
return to the fundamental character of the Presbyterian Church and rescues it from the peril 
in which it has stood for years under our present form of government which makes it possible 
for a minority of the ministers of the Church to change not our form of government only but 
even our Confession of Faith. 

It is a tragic thing that we should have all this strife and controversy in our Church 
grounded on misrepresentations and unwarranted distrusts and even on sheer untruths. Our 
only hope of escape is in returning to the Bible, in believing the whole of it and in remembering 
the solemn and warning words of Christ—Matthew 7: 21-23; 12:36; Luke 6: 46. 

Very faithfully yours, 
ROBERT E. SPEER. 
P. S.—We have since received from Dr. Hudson a copy of his letter to you. 


Jun . 4, 
My dear Dr. Speer: hs Oh 

Your letter of May 31 came yesterday. I am indeed glad that you have written me at this 
length; but I am very sorry that “from what you know about the attitude of the Collingswood 
Church” and from my letter you conclude that “it would not be of any help to enter into any 
argument.” I assure you that it has been my most hearty and sincere desire, and so far as 
I know the desire of all the officers of this church, to hear and to know all of the evidence 
concerning the issue involved in the foreign missions controversy. Our loyalty to our great 
church is second only to that of our loyalty to the Lord Jesus Christ. Since you have responded 
under eight points to my letter addressed to Dr. Hudson, permit me to discuss your reply and 
to ask the following questions. 

1. I said that Dr. Machen’s pamphlet on ‘‘Modernism and the Board of Foreign Missions” 
has never been answered by 156 Fifth Avenue or by our officers. We know only too well the 
repeated assertions that the General Assembly of 1933 approved the Foreign Board, that the 
General Council, as you quote, and representatives of the Board have assured the church that 
Dr. Machen’s pamphlet and other evidence was fully answered before the Foreign Missions 
Committee of the General Assembly in 1933. But, as you say, the Board has not entered into 
any public controversy and, neither has the Board nor the General Council nor the General 
Assembly made public, either to the commissioners who sat in the 1933 or 1934 General 
Assembly or to the Church as a whole, the answers to the evidence which has been so damaging. 
If the answers have been made in the secret session of the Foreign Missions Committee, why 
are they not made public to the laymen of the Church who give of their money? Furthermore, 
the Foreign Missions Committee of 1933, who heard the answers which are said to be so satis- 
factory, had on its membership a man who took part in the publishing of the Laymen’s Foreign 
Missionary Report. These answers were satisfactory to him. In the presence of any misgivings 
which have contributed to the mistrust in the Board, why have not the charges made in Dr. 
Machen’s pamphlet been simply answered? It is not a denial, but the evidence, which is 
wanted. I went to Trenton fully expecting to hear you answer Dr. Machen’s arguments and I 
have awaited every word from our Board of Foreign Missions. Since we are anxious to know 
all the facts; and you are anxious to give us the facts; since we want to have full confidence 
in our Board of Foreign Missions, and since you as a Secretary want us to have that confidence, 
why not give to the laymen who love the Gospel, in black and white, the evidence which answers 
the charges which have been made? 

2. Dr. Speer, if the Board accepted the resignation of Mrs. Buck with the explanation 
which you now give to me, that it regretted “that Mrs. Buck was unable any longer to hold 
and proclaim the Christian faith. .. .”? there would not have been the wide-spread astonishment 
and consequent mistrust in the Board by many Bible believers. But the explanation you give 
now is not the minute of the Board or the statement issued to the world at the time. When 
Mrs. Buck’s blanket endorsement of ‘Re-thinking Missions” and her public utterances were 
before the world, did not the Board say that her resignation had not been requested? Did not it 
say that it regretted to accept her resignation? Did not it say, that it hoped that her splendid 
abilities would continue to be used in behalf of the people of China? Where is there in the 
statement any intimation that the Board considered her unfaithful to the Word of God? Where 
is there any witness to the watching world to the faith once for all delivered? 

3. It is true that in the Board’s reply to the Presbytery of Chester in reference to a 
new Candidate Secretary no reference is made to the Auburn Affirmation. However, it is a 
fact that the former Candidate Secretary was a signer of the Auburn Affirmation. When you 
say, ‘““‘When the time comes to appoint a new Candidate Secretary the Board will seek one who 
will represent the sound principles on which it has always acted and will continue to act in 
securing candidates fully representative of the faith and evangelistic spirit of our church,” 
how can a thinking man be unwarranted in asking, “Is it a sound principle on which the 
Board has always acted and will continue to act to employ an Auburn Affirmationist as a 
Candidate Secretary?” If the Board has had an Auburn Affirmationist as a Candidate Secretary 
in the past and this has been a sound policy, what assurance have we that it will not, if it 
desires, secure another such man? Can an Auburn Affirmationist represent the sound principles 
on which the Board has always secured missionaries ? 

4. You say that the “mission study text books have been dealt with fully by the Presby- 
tery of Chester, the Board of Foreign Missions, and by the recent General Assembly and they 
are all in full accord with regard to this very difficult question.’”” To my knowledge, the Presby- 
tery of Chester is not in full accord. The commissioner to the General Assembly from this 
church who was before the Foreign Missions Committee heard you defend the book, “The Way 
of Discovery,” and heard you tell of the beautiful Christian character of its author. If the 
question of mission study books has been fully dealt with why has such a book as ““‘The Way 
of Discovery’ been presented to our church? Is not this heretical? 
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“There has been only one human being brave enough to release within himself the 
full creative power of believing that God was his Father. But unless Jesus’ method of 
making himself divine can be imitated, his achievement is a mockery rather than a chal- 
lenge.” (Page 19, “The Way of Discovery’’). 

In closing your letter you say that we must return to an acceptance of the full Bible. Is this 
such a return? 

In regard to the article in the Sunday School Times for May 5, 1934, which you 
say is untrue and unfair, I would like to know just wherein it is untrue. . 

I am sorry to see that in speaking of Dr. Dodd’s article in the May, 1934, issue of 
“Christianity Today” you first attack the motives in the heart of one of our beloved mission- 
aries by saying that he did this as a threat to the Board. It is the introduction of such personal 
things and not just clear answering of the evidence which makes these controversies so un- 
fortunate. Indeed, Dr. Dodd has stated the purpose of his writing in the introduction to his 
article, ‘“‘A Missionary’s Statement to the Home Constituency”: 

“As the writer, after much prayerful examination, knows his own heart, he has 
been constrained to make the statement which follows only by loyalty to Christ, to his 
ordination vows, to the sacred cause of Foreign Missions to which he has devoted his life, 
and to the highest interests of the Church and the Board he serves. Keenly aware of the 
delicacy of the situation, he is determined to confine his disclosures to those which are 
not only true, but kind and necessary, in the earnest prayer that they may bring only 
good and no real harm to the cause he loves.” : ; 

Since you say that Dr. Dodd has no written proof to offer, it seems to me that this article 
is written proof and No. 2 [of Dr. Dodd’s article] speaks of dollars and cents and is specific: 
“Although detailed proof was presented that a considerable amount of the output 
of the Christian Literature Society in China was distinctly destructive of faith in such 
essential doctrines as Christ’s substitutionary atonement and the infallibility of His Word, 
and some of it even of faith in His deity (see evidence presented by the writer to Dr. J. 
Gresham Machen at his request and incorporated by him in his ‘Modernism and the Board 
of Foreign Missions of the Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A.”), the full time of a 
missionary and a grant of 3,000 dollars Chinese for the year 1933-34 were given with 
Board consent to that society for the promotion of the sale of religious literature. This 
new and additional grant to the Society may be taken as their answer to our protest. : 
The Christian Literature Society may publish many sound works, as you point out, but a 
the same time under the same name it publishes works which deny the essential truth of our 
faith. Can a fountain send forth both bitter and sweet and be worthy of our confidence? 
And so far as other organizations are concerned, to us it is not a question of what they are 
doing, but what we are doing in loyalty to our Christ and His Gospel. _ ns. a 

7. You assert that the statement that the Board propagates unbelief is “an untrue an 
unchristian statement.’’ Granted, Dr. Speer, that from your position, since you have the pare 
plete answers to all the evidence in Dr. Machen’s pamphlet and the other which has been ten 
coming, this perhaps seems true, but to me and many honest, conscientious men in the Pelee ’ 
who are not in the possession of this evidence which you possess, we must base our conc apie 
and our actions on evidence which we know, and in our minds the charges in black and Ms ite 
stand true until they are answered. Certainly, it is not unchristian for men to act in accor ence 
with their conscience in the light of all the evidence they have in their possession. This aes 
leads me to urge again that, since you know the answers to Dr. Machen’s pamphlet, a8 e 
sake of our Lord Jesus Christ and the unity and peace of our great church, please give them 

us in black and white. . 3 
= 8. Since No. 8 deals with the question of the union with the United Presbyterian Paes 
and since my primary interest with you is in the missionary enterprise, I will not Seated Aas 
statement, but in my own Presbytery, though I am in favor of such a union, I shall opp 
it in its present form. s pha 
; pes it is a tragic thing that there should be all of this strife in our res eae 

and especially over such an important agency as our Foreign Board with its ae his Oke 
the many hundreds of men who have given their lives to the Lord Jesus C God te ald make 
the Gospel to foreign fields. I have been praying constantly that the Spirit of s rie sie ep 
it possible for full confidence to be restored in our Board, and I am eae : ae Ae 
mind that this will come when the Board replies to honest criticism, when it ne on Me eh 
acts, and when, if any evidence against the Board is true, it repents and conforms its p 

e uncompromising message of Christ. F . 
a Pes ceanvest that r have written this letter not because of any personal sere beeen 
but simply as you see because os the beter the Tete oy sane besa useals ams vi Sears ‘s nescence 
i eace, the unity, and the purity of our beloved c : , , 
oe ad gs stand in these days unreservedly for the one and only message which can save lost 
souls from hell! 4 

I sincerely hope that I shall hear from you again. 

Thanking you, and with high regards, I am Reapers bags 

CARL McINTIRE. 


i i t evening to the 
- S— 1—Your letter of May 31, and this reply of mine were read las 
=i Hig nde of as Session. The matter was thoroughly discussed and the members of 
the Session are in accord with my reply. 


June 19, 1934. 
i tire: 
= ve Rrenaers pai some meetings of the Western Synods I found your letter June ; 
which confirms the feeling that I expressed in my letter of May 31, as to the CD La oe bate 4 
argument where men’s minds are made up and are closed on issues which they have already 
eee i illi igh justly and impartially these present 
1] en-minded and willing to weigh justly ; 
ce srk ot Voreia’s Missions, I should be more than glad to go over them with you, 
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one by one, at any time. Will you not be in New York some time this summer when you 
could come in for a full and unhurried conference? 


With best wishes, 


Very sincerely yours, 
ROBERT E. SPEER. 


; July 2, 1934. 
My dear Dr. Speer: r. 


Your letter of June 19 has been read to the Session. Indeed, we are astonished that you 
offer as your reason for not replying to my letter of June 9 that our minds are “made up 
and are closed on issues which they have already judged”; because, when in your letter of 
May 31 you said that any argument with us would be unprofitable, I in my reply immediately 
assured you that it was our most hearty and sincere desire to hear and to know all of the 
evidence. We support two missionaries under our Board. We long to have a full confidence in 
our Board. Certainly we have a right to ask you honest questions and to expect you to allay 
any misgivings which we may have. When the answers to the evidence against the Board are 
given us you will have the most hearty and enthusiastic support of this missionary church. We 
want these answers. 

My letter of June 9 not only contains our questions, but an appeal and even a plea that 
you give us in black and white the answers to the serious criticisms of the Board. Section 1 
of that letter closes: 


“Since we are anxious to know all the facts, and you are anxious to give us the facts; 
since we want to have full confidence in our Board of Foreign Missions, and since you 
as a secretary want us to have that confidence, why not give to the laymen who love 


the Gospel, in black and white, the evidence which answers the charges which have 
been made?” 


And Section 7 also closes: 


“This only leads me to urge again that, since you know the answers to Dr. Machen’s 
pamphlet, for the sake of our Lord Jesus Christ and the unity and peace of our great 
church, please give them to us in black and white.” 

Surely you will not deny us these answers. If the evidence against the Board has been 
met in the secret sessions of the Foreign Missions Committee of the General Assembly, and if 
you can answer the evidence to my satisfaction in your office, certainly you can with your 
pen answer for the members of this Session, many elders of our church, and many contributors 
the serious charges which have been brought against the Board’s loyalty to Christ. 

We can only ask that you reply to my letter of June 9. 

Awaiting your answers, I am 


Sincerely yours, 
CARL McINTIRE. 


July 10, 1934. 
My dear Mr. McIntire: 


Your letter of July 2 was duly received, and I was very glad of its assurance that you 
and the Collingswood Church had not closed your judgment in the matter of the issue between 
the Independent Board on the one hand and the General Assembly and its Board of Foreign 
Missions on the other. From various things that we had heard, both directly and indirectly, 
from the Collingswood Church and from the statement in the newspapers that the church had 
undertaken the support of two missionaries under the Independent Board, we gathered that 
the church had already closed its mind. This impression was confirmed by the failure of my 
letter of May 31 to have satisfied you on a single point referred to in your letter to Dr. 
Hudson. In view of these facts I doubted the wisdom and helpfulness of any further discussion. 

In view of the assurance of your letter, however, I shall be very glad to take up any point 
whatever in Dr. Machen’s pamphlet or elsewhere which gives you and the Collingswood Church 
concern and to give you as clear an answer as I can. I do not think, however, that anything 
would be gained by publication to the church and to the world of documents that would only 
prolong controversy. Dr. Machen has stated clearly that it is not a matter of any particular 
item of complaint but that the persons who are involved are untrustworthy and that the only 
possible solution is the dismissal of these persons. Some years ago he prepared a pamphlet for 
publication which he courteously let me see in advance and to which I sent him a reply. That 
pamphlet he never published, but four years later without the courtesy of his preceding course 
he issued his pamphlet on Modernism with the same purposes as before but with an entirely 
different set of allegations. He has more than once made it plain that the allegations are a 
matter of secondary consequence, that the essential thing is his conviction of the personal un- 
trustworthiness of those on whom his attack is made. — : 

In view of your encouragement, however, I am going to take at random just two of the 
charges that have been made. If what I can say about these is satisfactory to you and to the 
church I shall be glad to take up any others. If it is not, then it seems to me that further 
i i uld probably be useless. 
ee wen may eee to the Christian Literature Society in China. It is charged that the 
Board is disloyal to the Word of God and is propagating Modernism because of its relationship 
to this Society. This Society is, I believe, the oldest Christian Publishing Society in China. 
It grew out of the general conference of missionaries in China held in 1877. It was founded 
as “The Society for the diffusion of Christian and general knowledge” in 1887 and adopted 
its present name in 1906. It has been the great agency for the publication of evangelical 
literature in China. It is supported by the conservative Christian churches: The Church of 
Scotland, the Presbyterian Church of Canada, the Rhenish Missionary Society, the Wesleyan 
Missionary Society, the Reformed Church in America and others. Its chief base of support 
has been in Scotland, Canada and London. The secretary of the China Inland Mission is on 
its London Committee. Its oldest associate worker is the Rev. Watson M. Hayes, D.D., of 
Tenghsien, China, and he is the most prolific contributor to its publications. The latest report 
of the society indicates no financial contribution from our Board, but it has on its staff of 
twenty-four workers two missionaries allotted to it by our Missions in China. It has published 
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some twelve hundred titles. It is through it alone that the books of such authors as Andrew 
Murray, James Stalker, James H. M. Conkey, Campbell Morgan, R. A. Torrey, D. L. Moody, 
Charles Spurgeon, H. M. Woods, J. R. Miller, James H. Brookes and others have been made 
available in Chinese. Dr. A. B. Dodd himself has used this society to publish his commentary 
on Galatians and is still so using it. The most prolific author is Dr. Hayes, whose extraordinary 
books on Homiletics, Theology and Church History have all been published and are now being 
published by the society. Dr. Dodd’s complaints are against five out of the twelve hundred 
publications of the society. Some of his criticisms of these five are abundantly justified, and 
others of them I think you would agree are captious and unjustified. One cannot but regret 
that these objectionable publications were issued. But the fact that they were does not consti- 
tute evidence that the Board of Foreign Missions, which knew nothing of them and knows 
nothing of them now except through these translations of Dr. Dodd, is guilty of infidelity to 
the Word of God and of propagating Modernism. Its association with this society is no closer 
than that of Dr. Dodd and Dr. Hayes. Both they and the Board deprecate the publication of 
unsound books and should do their utmost to prevent it, but that is the most that the evidence 
presented can support. 

The second matter is the charge made by Dr. Machen on the sole basis of a communica- 
tion from Arie Kok, the Chancellor or Chief Clerk of the Netherlands Legation in Peiping, 
that the Board is responsible for unsatisfactory publications and teachings of the theological 
school and that its missionaries are engaged in communistic propaganda. Mr. Kok’s paper is 
full of misinformation and misrepresentations. With regard to the one essential matter, namely, 
that because of the Board’s -cooperation in Yenching University it is responsible for the 
theological school, it is enough to say that this school is not registered in China as part of 
the University, that our Board has no professor or student in the school and is making no 
contribution to its support, that the publications cited by Mr. Kok were not publications of 
the University, that one of the two men named by him as missionaries of our Board propagat- 
ing Bolshevism and Communism is not a missionary of ours, and I have before me now a 
letter from the other, Mr. Ritter,* in which he writes with regard to Dr. Machen’s pamphlet: 
“Of course it is quite unnecessary to reply to Dr. Machen’s allegations in his pamphlet. He 
has no proofs of any kind for his statements. I am amazed that a man of his standing can 
deal so uncritically with a matter that comes to his hand. I am as loyal and earnest a fol- 
lower of Jesus as I know how to be and am totally out of sympathy with the methods, policy 
and philosophy of Communism. You are quite at liberty to quote me in this direct and un- 
qualified way to any person who not knowing me may have read that pamphlet and become 
worried. Anyone here reading the statement that I had given up preaching Christianity and 
taken to preaching Communism instead (Machen p. 109) would laugh out loud.” 

Do you think that it was right and Christian for Dr. Machen to spread abroad over all 
the church the charges regarding Mr. Ritter made in the statement of Mr. Kok? Was it right 
and Christian for Arie Kok to make these statements without ever going to Mr. Ritter to 
learn the truth? 

If you and your Session wish any further information regarding these or any other points 
relating to our foreign missionary work I shall be glad to come and meet with you. 

Very faithfully yours, 
ROBERT E. SPEER. 


P. STI note your reference to evidence presented at ‘“‘the secret sessions of the Foreign 
Missions Committee of the General Assembly.’’ Secretaries of the Boards are not present at 
secret sessions of the Standing Committees. These Committees hear whom they wish to hear 
and then have their executive sessions alone. Dr. Machen’s statements at Columbus and Mr. 
Griffiths’ at Cleveland and the Board’s answers were not made in secret sessions but at sessions 
of the Committee to which the chairman had publicly invited any members of the Assembly 
who had matters to present to the Committee to be present. 


July 19, 1934. 
My dear Dr. Speer: . : 

Your letter of July 10 has given us some satisfaction and a great deal of encouragement, 
in view of the fact that we have been so persistent in our effort to get such information from 
you. Of the two points which you have taken at random we are not in a position to question 
what you say about Mr. Kok’s statements. Your testimony will stand in our conscience until 
we have contrary information. In regard to the Christian Literature Society what you say 
satisfies us if that society is merely a publishing house such as the Macmillan Company or any 
publishing house, but if it is a society organized for the specific purpose of witnessing to our 
Lord Jesus Christ then no matter how glorious a history it may have had, if it knowingly 
puts out one piece of literature which denies the essentials of the faith and dishonors Christ, 
then every effort should be made to reform the organization before countless souls are led 
astray. If our Board does not know of the modernistic pamphlets which the Christian Literature 


* From—“The Presbyterian”—May 17, 1923. 
A CORRECTION 

IN THE PRESBYTERIAN of last week (May 10), a Brooklyn correspondent made an 
error which this paper desires promptly to correct. It appeared under the title, “Modernism 
for the Foreign Field.” Our correspondent was reporting the examination by Presbytery of 
Brooklyn-Nassau of candidates for ordination. He quoted the answers of one candidate as deny- 
ing such fundamentals as the virgin birth, bodily resurrection of Christ and plenary inspiration 
of the Scriptures. He called this candidate Mr. Ritter. This was a mistake. The candidate in 
question was not Mr. Ritter. ... Mr. Ritter, when examined for licensure, was so clear and 
outspoken in his acceptance of the essentials of the faith of the Church, that Presbytery voted 
to allow his examination for licensure to be accepted in lieu of his examination for ordination. 
He therefore was approved and recommended to the Board of Foreign Missions..........+... 
PP ...++++++-Our correspondent, as well as others from Brooklyn-Nassau Presbytery 
state that Mr. Ritter’s excellence is most marked. He was unhesitatingly recommended to the 
foreign field. We regret this error through confusion in names. Mr. Ritter is regarded by his 
brethren as a most worthy young man, with a fine future before him, and THE PRESBYTERIAN 
desires to give the fullest and promptest correction to the error of last week. 
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Society has been putting out except throu 
A -n p gh the charges of Dr. Dodd it seems to us that 
(RORana fnteanee Wa should be made, and if such literature is being published and eae 
we ateea ral lenyy connection with that society must be broken. 
clate greatly your giving us this information concerning these tw: n 
papniting and Rresaee, in your assurance that, “I shall be very glad to take up vt es oy a bes 
aver in za achen’s pamphlet or eslewhere which gives you and the Collingswood Church con- 
: an give you as clear an answer as I can.” In view of this may I request again that 
rat ge ee jaeins, Levant random you answer our letter of June 9. 
agree with you in thinking that nothing would be gained b ublication to 
i ebush aug ic the world of documents that would answer the essential pth ok mth against 
fears rd’s oye wy to Christ. In fact, we da not feel that full confidence will be restored until 
ae rpen of the church have received from you the evidence that the Board is either not 
ie ore ad that the Board has. definitely reformed and directing its policies in absolute loyalty 
; = exclusive Gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ. In fact, we have been so persistent in this 
Jeng y correspondence for the simple reason that we want you to answer for us and for the 
ie of our great church the charges which have been made. The sooner this is done the better. 
: ou have been misinformed we think from your statement that this church is supporting 
Ho missionaries under the Independent Board for Presbyterian Foreign Missions. We are sup- 
os rting only one under that Board and we support two missionaries under our official Board. 
[his correspondence with you has in no way concerned the Independent Board and our interest 
in finding out the facts about the loyalty of our official Board to Christ is not in any way 
conditioned upon our interest in the Independent Board for Presbyterian Foreign Missi 
We do not consider the two rival organizations. One is an agency entirely independent oso 
great church and we have taken a missionary under its support just as this church and sect 
other churches are interested in numerous independent missionary efforts. This church — 
drawn up no formal document breaking with the official Board of Foreign Missions of our 
church and we expect to continue to support our two missionaries, but our designation of gifts 
only to these two missionaries and our action in taking on a missionary under a Board which 
is outside of the Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A. are definite protests on our part a = t 
the actions of our official Board. As a minister with a long Presbyterian heritage a with 
a Session which cherishes our Presbyterian system and doctrine we wish to do everythin, + 
our power to restore that measure of confidence in our Board which we must have and at h 
we long to have and which you through your writings may be able to restore = 
My understanding of Dr. Machen’s position in regard to our Board is not that he is 
opposed to the Board simply on personal grounds as you suggest, but that he considers eve 
bit of evidence of Modernism in the Board to be most tragic and that the Board that vats ed 
nances such things and continues in such a course is unworthy of the confidence of the Bible 
belisvers tin ee chenets and that that confidence cannot be fully restored until men are placed 
on ay arpa who can be depended upon to conduct the work of the Board in absolute loyalty 
In closing may I say that I appreciate this lett i i i 
coves Clos Game gual nehae Are er, and we await with keen expectation 
With high regards, I am 
Sincerely yours, 
CARL McINTIRE. 


My dear Mr. Be as “ July 26, 1934. 

I am very glad if the answers in my letter of July 10th have been isf 
and to the church on the two points which were dealt with there. With this re he 
am very glad to reply succinctly to the matters referred to in your letter of June 9th. 

1. The Board did not believe that it was necessary or profitable to engage in contro- 
versy with Dr. Machen by the publication of a pamphlet in reply to the extended document 
which he had issued. Any such reply would have been useless in convincing Dr. Machen, who 
has more than once declared that it does not matter what the Board may do or say, it is in 
his judgment wholly untrustworthy and should be replaced. Some years ago he wrote a pamphlet 
maintaining that evangelical Christians could no longer support the Board of Foreign Missions 
He sent me this pamphlet in manuscript and I answered it fully. He abandoned the pamphlet 
but did not change his position a particle and has since publicly declared, as I have said, that 
nothing the Board can say or do would change his position. No reply, accordingly, was called 
for as regards Dr. Machen. As to the Church, full reply was made to the one court of the 
church having jurisdiction, and that court overwhelmingly recorded its judgment. You are in 
error in thinking! that there was anything secret about the consideration of the matter Dr 
Machen was present throughout and heard all that was said. The Church at large does not 
desire any prolongation of this controversy. Synods and Presbyteries alike have expressed 
themselves, and I shall be glad to send you a copy of their actions if you desire to see them. 
The vows under which we all stand are vows of peace and unity and not of strife and division 
and I think that the Board has pursued in this matter the true Christian course. As I have 
said before, if you and the session of the Collingswood Church have any questions which you 
wish answered or any difficulty that you would like to have cleared, I hope you will write 
freely regarding it. 

2. The case of Mrs. Buck has been dealt with by the Standing Committees of two General 
Assemblies. The action of the Board in her case was as considerate and Christian in action as 
it could take. It expressed regret at her resignation, not because it wanted her to remain 
in missionary work with her views, but because she was unable to change those views so as 
to continue a missionary of the Board. It did not regard the occasion as one calling for denun- 
ciation. It sought to act in such a way as to win Mrs. Buck back to our evangelical faith 
rather than to repel her further from it, as she had been already repelled by the tactics of 
some who have not acted in accordance with St. Paul’s admonition in Romans 14: 1. As to 
the Board’s witness to the Christian faith it has borne far more criticism) and obloquy than 
any other agency I know for its evangelical fidelity and its loyalty to the historic faith of 
the Church. 

3. The Board’s Candidate Secretaries have always been men of unquestionable ev. i 
conviction. Mr. Hadley, when he was Secretary, affirmed and reaffirmed his lopadty. mits ag 
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stitutional vows, and his evangelical witness was clear and unflinching. I do not quite under- 
stand your position with regard to the Auburn Affirmation or why this matter should be 
brought forward so constantly in connection with the one Board of the Church which, whether 
in its membership or its official staff, has had least relationship to this affirmation. If it is 
your position that every signer of this affirmation is disqualified for the ministry or from mem- 
bership in any court or agency of the Church, this issue can only be decided constitutionally in 
the courts of the Church. The Philadelphia and Chester Presbyteries both have members who 
are related to church boards and who were signers of this affirmation. Is it competent for the 
Presbytery of Chester to raise the issue with regard to the problematical appointment of a 
future officer of the Foreign Board, when it does not raise the question which is wholly within 
its jurisdiction as to one of its own members who signed the affirmation and now belongs to 
another Board? 

4. The action taken by the Standing Committee on Foreign Missions of the General 
Assembly with regard to mission study text-books was taken unanimously. The original resolu- 
tion on the subject was presented to the committees by Mr. Leukel of the Presbytery of Chester, 
and was supported by the representatives of the Board of Foreign Missions. The matter is re- 
ferred by the Assembly to the General Council, and our Board will see to it that the represen- 
tatives of the Presbytery of Chester are consulted as fully as the Secretaries of our own Board. 
The book of which you speak, ‘The Way of Discovery,” is not one of the mission study text- 
books. It is one of three pamphlets which were never before our Board or its executive staff, 
but which were used by the women’s committees of our Board and the Board of National Mis- 
sions. and which should have borne the imprint of the Southern Methodist Board which issued 
them and not the imprint of our Boards of National and Foreign Missions. Personally I dis- 
approved the use of these pamphlets and when I heard that the women were planning to use 
them, advised against it. There are good things in these pamphlets, but there are also state- 
ments which we could not endorse. 

5. With regard to the article in the “Sunday School Times” of May 5th, there are many 
things to say but these few will suffice: 

(a) The “Times” cites as “illustrations of defection in the Presbyterian Church” two in- 
stances on the testimony of Mr. Woodbridge. One of these was the failure of a member of our 
Board who was visiting Africa to preach the gospel of Christ to a large native congregation. 
Mr. Woodbridge was not in Africa at the time and his testimony in this matter in untrust- 
worthy and untrue. Dr. W. C. Johnston, the Senior member and Secretary of the African Mis- 
sion, translated this address and he writes as follows of this statement im the ‘‘Sunday School 
Times”: 

“T have just seen his (Mr. Woodbridge’s) address in Philadelphia published in the Sunday 
School Times of May 5th in which he speaks of a member of the Board addressing a congre- 
gation of 3500 African natives on the ‘Power of a Personality.’ This with some things that 
are said in his address in Chicago before the Moody Bible School seems to be altogether unfair 
and using a half-truth to injure our Board and indirectly the work of our Mission. Charley in 
speaking to our Presbytery told them that he was going home to raise money for Missions 
and there was not a doubt in the mind of any of the native brethren but that the money he 
would be raising would be to help this Mission. 

“J think I will have to write to the Sunday School Times and express my regret at their 
using war-propaganda methods in raising missionary funds. I may even go beyond this and 
write something for the Presbyterian Banner giving my opinion of their methods of work.* 
Charley speaks of Dr. Russell’s address in Bafia as tho’ he had heard the address. Since I 
translated the sermon into Bulu from which three other men translated into three other native 
dialects, I am in a much better position to judge of that sermon than he is from what he has 
picked up from someone’s criticism. It was only when I saw the article in the Sunday School 
Times that it ever occurred to me that I had been translating something that was not orthodox 
or that in that sermon we had not given to those ‘half-naked natives’ the gospel.” 

(b) The second instance of alleged defection refers to a missionary conference in Hart- 
ford in which modernism was the predominant note and in which Mr. Woodbridge says an Indian 
Christian said he had been officially rebuked for saying ‘‘When you come to India bring us a 
Saviour who can save us from sin, not just a teacher to be followed.” I was present for part 
of this conference and the predominant note was not modernism, and the evangelical conviction 
of our Church was unqualifiedly represented and declared, and no representative of our Church 
gave this Indian Christian, who I believe was one of our own Board’s representatives, any 
rebuke whatsoever. To present this dubious instance as an ‘Gllustration of defection in the Pres- 
byterian Church” is an unqualified untruth. 

(c) It is a minor matter that this editorial says that Mr. Woodbridge “‘spent nearly two 
years in Africa.’’ He was in Africa a few days over fourteen months. This is a trifling untruth 


* From—“The Presbyterian Banner’—August 30, 1934. 
Editor of the Banner: 

No doubt you have seen the article in ‘“The Sunday School Times” of May 5th, “A New 
Mission Board for the Old Faith.” The first paragraph of this article refers to a sermon 
preached in Bafia in the fall of 1928 by a member of our Foreign Mission Board on ‘The 
Power of Personality.” I translated the sermon into one native language from which it was 
translated by three native men into the dialects of the people present. It did not occur to me 
that we were not preaching Christ as the Savior of the world that morning. When I saw this 
statement in ‘““The Sunday School Times,’ I went to Bafia and spoke to the two native preachers 
who were present and heard the sermon. One of these men is a fine Bible student and the other a 
rather dramatic preacher. I found that they both remembered the sermon and while I did not 
tell them why I was inquiring, I found that it had not occurred to either of these men that 
they had not listened to a gospel sermon where Christ was presented as Savior. When that 
sermon was preached in Bafia, mission work had already been begun in that region more than 
eight years ago, and it is very probable that there was no one in that large audience that had 
not heard the gospel before. The article rather dramatically says, “Oh, that someone had risen 
and said: ‘I am not ashamed of the gospel of Christ; for it is the power of God unto salva- 
tion unto everyone that believeth.’ ’’ I am sure if such a person had risen in the audience, both 


the Board member and at least one of the interpreters would have responded, SA MEN. me cei. = 
(Signed) REV. WILLIAM C. JOHNSTON. 
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Very faithfully yours, 
ROBERT E. SPEER. 


My dear Dr. Speer: November 9, 1934. 


Lest you should conclude from our failure to r 
es d i 

repeated request, to my letter of June 9th that your pent Wee cata eee cpio ies 
mer to say that the reverse is the case. We had anticipated your reply wit 
me after reading it carefully we felt that you evaded our direct questions and did t 
the simple facts. We concluded that if this was your best effort to reply then th ca! amt ghd 
use os penhee this present correspondence. “kM 

i ese answers are those which you say were so satisfactor > 
Committee on Foreign Missions, then there is no wonder in our Pade pees ein ara ; 
never been made public. It is not Dr. Machen who needs to be answered, but the f pod al 
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I am writing 
h some favor, 


Sincerely yours, 
Observations on Dr. Speer’s Final Letter—Mr. McIntire. > ane fees 
[Dr. Speer’s letter of July 26 was not answered because his refusal t 
facts made any such letter useless. The things mentioned by him ard Sina een ice 
previous correspondence or in the Observations concerning his Memorandum. However, a f ; 
observations just here may serve to point out pertinent issues. ] : ay 


Dr. Speer’s conclusion that his letter of July 10 was satisf 

points (one of which we had not mentioned) which Dr. Speer ak She Sener pag 
unwarranted assumptions. My letter of July 19 in reply said, first, that, in regard bi : = 
things he mentioned concerning Chancellor Kok’s evidence, we did not know However = 
have learned that the things Dr. Speer says concerning Chancellor Kok’s statements are Gare 
evasion. “The School of Religion” is actually a department of Yenching University, whether 
it is registered or not. “Truth and Life” has been reorganized since Dr. Machen’s "brief a 

peared and the names of the Presbyterians are not printed on the magazine, but the co ake 
is still ‘‘Published by the School of Religion, Yenching University, Peiping, China.” Further- 
more, the many pages of evidence given by Chancellor Kok in Dr. Machen’s brief, pages 
75-110, have not been answered by the Board, Dr. Speer does not touch on the cooperation of 
the Board with Yenching University, College of Chinese Students, National Christian Council 
of China, The Church of Christ in China. He does not discuss the Eddy Campaign nor ‘The 
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Pearl S. Buck 
2. The minute of the Board concerning Mrs. Buck is: 


“A letter was presented from Mrs. J. Lossing Buck, of the Kiangan 
Mission, requesting to be released from responsible relationship to the 
Board. The Board had hoped that this step might be avoided, but in 
view of all the considerations involved and with deep regret it voted 
to acquiesce in her request. The Board expressed to Mrs. Buck its 
sincere appreciation of the service which she has rendered during the 
past sixteen years and its earnest prayer that her unusual abilities may 
continue to be richly used in behalf of the people of China.” 


Her well known rejection of historical and Biblical Christianity were before 
the world in such utterances as these: (“Easter 1933” in “Cosmopolitan,” 
May, 1933): 


“What Christ is materially I do not know, and what if He never 
lived, what of that? Whether Christ had a body or not, whether He 
had a time to be born in His life and a time to die as other men have 
is of no matter now. Perhaps it never was of any matter.” 


Dr. Speer says she should be treated by the Board in the light of Romans 14: 1. 


Romans 14: 1.—“Him that is weak in the faith receive ye, but not 
to doubtful disputations.” 


This passage concerns the treatment of a weak believer, and not an unbeliever. 
Mrs. Buck is an unbeliever, and this verse, contrary to Dr. Speer’s considera- 
tion of it, does not apply to her. It would have been well if the Board had 
remembered and acted in accordance with 2 John 7, 9, 10, 11. 


2 John 7, 9, 10, 11.—“For many deceivers are entered into the 
world, who confess not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh. This is a 
deceiver and an antichrist . . . Whosoever transgresseth, and abideth 
not in the doctrine of Christ, hath not God. He that abideth in the 
doctrine of Christ, he hath both the Father and the Son. If there come 
any unto you, and bring not this doctrine, receive him not into your 
house, neither bid him God speed: For he that biddeth him God speed 
is partaker of his evil deeds.” 


The Board is partaker of her deeds, say now what it may. 


8. For the answer to this see the discussion of the Auburn Affirmation on page 51. 
At present Chester Presbytery does not have an Affirmationist in it. Andrew Mutch, President 
of the Board of Pensions, an Auburn Affirmationist, a member of Modern Missions Movement, 
was transferred from Chester Presbytery to North Philadelphia Presbytery last year. 

4, For the answer to this section read the discussion of Chapter I on Literature. 

5. The Sunday School Times article: 

(a) A letter which I requested from the Rev. Charles J. Woodbridge answers 
Dr. Johnston’s criticism. 
ee School Times of May 5th, 1934, an article was printed entitled, “A New 
Mission Board for the Old Faith.” In this article reference was made to two illustrations which 
I had used in a public address in Philadelphia. ‘ ’ ; 

Since the publication of that article, the truth of the illustrations has been denied by three 
persons, all of whom are missionaries in West Africa. as ; ; 

One of these missionaries has written for at least two religious weeklies, condemning me 
as an untrustworthy source of information. The time has come when I must defend these two 
aero wenn levelled at me are twofold. I shall be grateful to you if you will permit me 

i h case. 
- aren) “at ese tnied that in 1928, a member of the Board of Foreign Missions of the 
Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A., on an official visit to Bafia (French Cameroun), addressed 
a crowd of over 3000 natives on the subject, “The Power of Personality.” I have challenged 
the propriety of this choice of a subject for such an occasion. 
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The gentleman who translated the sermon at the time writes, “It did not occur to me that 
we did not preach Christ as the Saviour of the World that morning.’’ He then states cate- 
gorically that my assertion has no foundation in fact. 

My source of information on this subject is the missionary minister who was in charge of 
the Bafia Station in 1928, and who arranged the meeting. Whether or not he will withdraw 
his statement in the thick of battle, I do not know. The fact remains that my information 
came from a reliable eye-witness. My regret is that the gravity of the situation “did not 
occur” to my critic. 

(2) I have stated that I knew a young missionary in Africa who told me that he did 
not know whether or not he had been born again. The gentleman in question is a personal 
friend of mine. I fully believe that by now he not only has been born again, but also knows 
that he has been born again. 

My critics assert that I am mistaken in this statement. My reply is as follows: My friend 
and I have had many a personal, frank, intimate conversation on the subject. Should not an 
outsider hesitate to deny personal revelations which were made in the intimacy of private 
epg Whether or not my friend forgets the conversations, I must insist that they took 
place. 

The purpose of the two illustrations which I have just mentioned was to show that Mission 
Boards have been known to exhibit doctrinal indifferentism in their selection of candidates and 
in their promotion of the work. : 

If only those who are so ardent in their defense of the West African Mission could be 
made to see the distressing way in which certain official Missionary Boards are compromising 
with Modernism in India, China, the United States, and elsewhere, I feel sure that they would 
no longer believe that these illustrations were used for the purpose of injuring the West 
Africa Mission; but that, instead, the illustrations served to indicate that one Mission Board’s 
modernist tendencies are apparent even in such a relatively conservative Mission as that of 
West Africa. 

Very sincerely yours 
CHARLES J. WOODBRIDGE, 
General Secretary, 
The Independent Board. 


(b) When Dr. Speer says this is “‘not Modernism,” in the light of his Memo- 
randum one wonders just what Dr. Speer would call Modernism? Could it 
be that he and Mr. Woodbridge are not speaking the same language? 

(ce) Yes, such an utterance is a trifling matter when considered in the light of 
the statements made by Dr. Speer in the Memorandum. 

(d) As to Dr. Eddy’s teaching, see Dr. Machen’s brief, pages 49, 50, 82-88. Of 
course, to one holding the position Dr. Speer assumes in his Memorandum. 
Dr. Eddy may seem mild, and even close to evangelical Christianity. 

(e) Mr. Woodbridge has made a statement for me which I give just as he 
issued it: 


MR. WCODBRIDGE’S STATEMENT 

In Dr. Speer’s Reply to Mr. McIntire’s ‘‘Evidence of Modernism in the Board of Foreign 
Missions of the Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A.,” he writes: — ; 

“(e) The Board of Foreign Missions under which Mr. Woodbridge accepted appointment 
without one word of demur is the same Board which he now denounces as unfaithful. If it is 
wicked to be associated with it now, why was it right for Mr. Woodbridge to associate himself 
with it after the instances of defection which are alleged and one of which he declares he 
witnessed two years before he went to Africa?’ ; 

Mr. Woodbridge’s statement in connection with this quotation is as follows: | 

“When I sailed for Africa in 1932 to serve as a missionary under the auspices of _the 
Board of Foreign Missions of the Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A., I knew relatively’ little 
with regard to the Modernism of that Board. It is quite true that I was aware that the Board 
was willing to cooperate in Modernist Outgoing Missionary Conferences. I also had a rather 
vague idea that all was not well, doctrinally speaking, within the Board. But I did not have 
enough light in this matter to prevent me from sailing under the auspices of the Board. 

After my arrival in Africa, the true state of affairs was made abundantly evident. Several 
important factors opened my eyes widely to the truth. Among these factors were, for example, 

(1) The Pearl Buck case ; , bgt ! 

(2) The publication of the Laymen’s Foreign Missions Inquiry Report 

(3) The publication of Dr. Machen’s. document, Modernism and the Board of 
Foreign Missions of the Presbyterian Church in the U. SotAt 

As I squarely faced such facts as these, I came to the conclusion that I could not con- 
scientiously serve any longer under a Board which would compromise with Modernism so 
eee ee conviction is that anyone who will frankly face the facts, as I was led to face 
them on the mission field, will reach the conclusion which I reached, namely that the Board 
of Foreign Missions of the Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A. is unworthy of the confidence 
of Bible believers. 

is i ure evasion again. The Christian Literature Society is not just a publishing 

ae siue wea in the letter Vee i Pes an eso for Christian testimony. A 
i nd forth bitter and sweet an e sweet. 7 

ar es copied Dr. Speer’s challenge. There are sufficient documents produced in the 


Evidence, and the Memorandum also is a proof that the Senior Secretary defends this unbelief. 
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CONCLUSION 


Memorandum—Dr. Speer 


We have answered specifically 
now each point raised in the Over- 
ture and in the argument offered to 
sustain it. It is to be said in con- 
clusion, however, that it has been 
made clear that no answer to 
specific criticisms is of any avail in 
convincing those who are putting 
these criticisms forward. Again and 
again criticisms have been answered 
with no other result than that the 
original charges are renewed with 
new misrepresentations. It is to be 
feared, as indeed they themselves 
have clearly stated, that the minds 
of the brethren who bring these 
charges are made up and closed. In 
their judgment the Board is wrong 
and whatever it says fails to con- 
vince them that it is they who are 
wrong. 


Observations—Mr. McIntire 


We have covered completely Dr. 
Speer’s Memorandum. No amount of 
words or eloquence on his part can 
alter the unbelievable position he 
has taken in support of Modernism. 
He has not only failed to demon- 
strate that “the arguments ad- 
vanced in support of the Overture 
are inadequate, misrepresentative, 
and untrue,’ but he has given a 
document to the Church which above 
every other document demonstrates 
the compromise and the Modernism 
of the Board! As to inadequacy of 
the Evidence,—we have surveyed a 
wide field of the departments of 
missionary activity—literature, union 
work, missionary personnel, Board 
members, and, as a result of Dr. 
Speer’s Memorandum, even Secre- 
taries of the Board—and have 
seen on the basis of fact the actual 
departure from the Christian faith. 
As to misrepresentation,—the facts 
have been simply and fearlessly 
stated, and we have seen that the 
facts remain. As to the Evidence 
being untrue,—the documentary evi- 


dence indisputably declares otherwise. Who can accept Dr. Speer’s Memorandum 
which is not an answer? The “replies,” which Dr. Speer here refers to in the 
correspondence, have been unsatisfactory for the same reasons that we have 
seen the Memorandum to be unsatisfactory. Facts cannot be answered, and 
all the tactics employed by Dr. Speer and his associates cannot alter them. 


Dr. Speer is right, “Whatever it [the Board] says fails to convince them.” 
Men, they are, who hold in their hands facts and evidence, proving other- 
wise. The Board and its associates may proclaim its orthodoxy from now 
until doomsday, but the evidence and the uncompromising Word of God 
remain. The situation is analogous to the Christian scientist who constantly 
affirmed that he was not sick. Yet his fever was 105°. He replied, “Whatever 
I say will not convince you that I have no fever.” His declaration could not 
change his fever. Undoubtedly, after reading this document, Dr. Speer will 
continue to approve and defend the Board’s position and orthodoxy, but he 
cannot gainsay his own Memorandum and the facts. It will take more than 
words and “past righteousness” to convince the Bible believers now. It will 
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take a genuine and openly avowed repentance or a new Board! Something 
definite must be done, or the present and increasing failure of Bible lovers 
to give will wreck the missionary enterprise! Men cannot dishonor Christ by 
giving His money to a Board that dishonors Him. The Overture is absolutely, 
uncompromisingly imperative! 


The Right of Overture 


Meanwhile, the Board is the One wonders how Dr. Speer can 


authorized agency of the Church, 
and the complaint of these brethren 
is really against the Church itself, 
and one wonders that they do not 
feel that the thing to do is to seek 
in truly Christian and persuasive 
ways to correct what may be wrong 
in the Church, rather than to per- 
sist in unjustified attacks on the 
one agency of the Church which it 
is recognized is unsurpassed in its 
loyalty and faithfulness. 


possibly consider an Overture in- 
troduced in a Presbytery and duly 
adopted as not being a “truly Chris- 
tian and persuasive way” to correct 
the Board. This is all that has been 
done here, and the Constitution 
grants the right of Overture. Even 
this way has failed in two previous 
years, but it is the only way open 
“within” the Church to reach a 


Board which, in its own estimate, is . 


absolutely loyal to the Bible, but 


which, according to evidence, betrays 

the Bible. It is therefore more im- 

portant than ever that the Over- 

ture reach the Assembly. The Gen- 

eral Assembly alone has the right 

and duty to reform the Board. It is 
exactly this that the Overture which the Presbytery of West Jersey adopted 
contemplates. 


If Dr. Speer’s judgment of the Foreign Board as being “unsurpassed in 
its loyalty and faithfulness” be correct, then his judgment of the other Boards 
in the light of his Memorandum reveals the abysmal departure from the faith 
on the part of leaders who are betraying not only the Church, but Jesus Christ 
Himself. 


Reasons for Overture Concerning Foreign Board 


It is difficult to escape the convic- My reasons, despite Dr. Speer’s 


tion that this particular agency is assertion here, for presenting the 
selected for attack, all others being Overture are given in the Introduc- 
left on one side because of personal tion. Loyalty to Jesus Christ and my 


ordination vow demanded it. The 
Board of Foreign Missions is mis- 
leading precious souls for whom 
Christ died, and by its support of 
Modernism is sending men to hell. 
Furthermore, by this Overture, I de- 
sired that the entire Church would 
see that the issue involved in the present crisis before the Church is doctrinal 
to the core. Men will not support and cannot be compelled to support Modern- 
ism, nor can they be ordered to stop preaching the true Gospel to the heathen. 
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and historical reasons. 


God-fearing Men 


It is believed, however, that the Not only is the Presbytery of 


Presbytery of West Jersey is a body West Jersey a body of “fair and 
of fair and just and open-minded just and open-minded men” but it 
men and that it will not be willing is a God-fearing body. There are 
to be placed in the position of mak- men there who make loyalty to 
ing representations to the General God’s Word more precious than 
Assembly which are unjust and un- breath and life. We are going to 
true and which are supported only stand by the facts and bear our 
by allegations which are unwar- witness. Persuasion, personalities, 
ranted and false. The foreign mis- and politics will be without avail to 
sionary work like all the work of becloud fair and just, open-minded, 
the Church is far from perfect. Un- and God-fearing men. Who is there 
wise things are said and done but that after reading this document 
they are not all of one kind and the can agree with Dr. Speer’s sweep- 
faults are not those charged in this ing statement, “Unwise things are 


Overture and argument. said and done but they are not all 


of one kind and the faults are not 
those charged in this Overture and 
argument.” 


Dr. Speer’s Personal Statement 


It should be added that this mem- Since Dr. Speer definitely says 
orandum is Mr. Speer’s personal that the Memorandum is his “per- 
statement. It has not been presented sonal statement,” then he may not 
to or considered by the Board of object to the title of this reply or 
Foreign Missions. It is simply a re- to the answers of his defense of the 
view of the five articles of the Over- Board. 


ture and of the arguments offered 
in its support. 


Threats 

It should be added, also, that the That which Dr. Speer refers to in 
time has come when Presbyteries his final sentence is illustrated in 
should deal firmly with these persist- the attitude of the Board through 
ent misrepresentations and should its President toward Dr. Harry 
let it be clearly known that the Rimmer, pastor of the First Pres- 
Church will not longer endure this byterian Church of Duluth. Dr. 
campaign of defamation and cal- Rimmer’s own account of the scan- 
umny, in violation of the law both dalous treatment meted out to him 
of the Church and of the State, is given in “The Presbyterian” of 
against our foreign missionaries March 28, 1935. The November 29, 
and their work. 1934, issue of “The Presbyterian” 


February 18, 1933. contains an article by Dr. Rimmer 
dealing with Modernism in the 
Board. Before he had seen the issue 
of “The Presbyterian” in which his 

' article was printed he received a 
telegram from the President of the 
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Board giving him one week to forward to the Board the names of mission- 
aries referred to in the article or else retract the charges. Before Dr. 
Rimmer could even do this he learned that the President of the Board had 
written to a member of Duluth Presbytery, instructing him to call a special 
meeting of Presbytery for the purpose of trying Dr. Rimmer for violation 
of his ordination vows. The letter was read to the Council of the Presbytery. 
Of course, the Presbytery did nothing about it. Dr. Rimmer says, “We be- 
lieved the Boards of the Church to be administrative and not governmental.” 
We have truly reached such a place that “a man dare not speak against the 
pope in the Presbyterian Church and live.” This order of the President of the 
Board to Duluth Presbytery and this utterance of the Senior Secretary to the 
Presbytery of West Jersey is in accord with the action of the last General 
Assembly which places the Board and loyalty to it on the same level as the 
Holy Communion. When the Assembly approves of the Board, we dare not 
think otherwise! 


Minutes of the General Assembly, 1934, p. 110.—“A church member or. 


an individual church that will not give to promote the officially authorized 
missionary program of the Presbyterian Church is in exactly the same 
position with reference to the Constitution of the Church as a church 
member or an individual church that would refuse to take part in the 
celebration of the Lord’s Supper or any other of the prescribed ordinances 
of the denomination as set forth in Chapter VII of the Form of Gov- 
ernment.” 


One wonders if this could be “the law of the Church” to which Dr. Speer 
refers and which men violate when they criticize the Board for its Modernism. 
There is nothing in our Constitution which prohibits a man from directing 
attention to evidence of Modernism in an agency of the Church. In fact, every 
minister and elder is under oath to study the purity of the Church. So far as the 
Constitution of the United States is concerned, it guarantees “freedom of 
speech,” and freedom of public assembly, and this is more than the policy of 
the Board will tolerate. Criticisms must be silenced by force. If we are to 
remain Presbyterian, if our inestimable heritage is to remain as a channel 
of blessing, the time has come when every truth-honoring and liberty-loving 
Presbyterian must oppose with all his might the usurpation of authority in 
the Church and demand that the agencies of the Church be the servants of 
the Church and of the Church’s only Head, Jesus Christ. 


As I close my Observations on Dr. Speer’s Memorandum, I do not do so 
with any threat to the Presbytery or the members of the Presbytery, as Dr. 
Speer has done. But, my friends, I close merely as I began by testifying to a 
faith in a Saviour who possesses all power. Our hope in this dark hour of the 
Church’s life is only in Him. “Behold, I am the Lord, the God of all flesh: is 
there any thing too hard for me?” To differ with the present ecclesiastical lead- 
ers of our Church is costly, as the entire world witnesses today. To differ 
publicly with the Board of Foreign Missions and refuse to support it because of 
its Modernism is almost tantamount to ecclesiastical suicide. But the favor of 
these men is as dust compared to the favor of the Lord Jesus Christ. There are 
men who have counted the cost and, like Paul, declare, “I count all things but 
loss for the excellency of the knowledge of Christ Jesus my Lord.” I have written 
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with liberty in a spirit of meekness and fear—fear of God. I have endeavored to 
state facts simply and clearly and to follow the inexorable logic which these 
facts present in the light of God’s Word. 


As this document goes forth I pray that God may use it to open the eyes of 
men and women to Modernism, and that they may hear the trumpet call which 
never sounds retreat as they rally to the defense of the faith. My passion is 
that truly Biblical, Christ-honoring missions may be extended on the earth, 
that precious souls may be saved through Christ’s atoning blood, the return 
of Christ hastened, and that great glory and honor may be to the only Lord 
and Potentate, Jesus Christ. 


CARL McINTIRE. 
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APPENDIX 


The Foreword to Dr. Speer’s printed Memorandum is the same in substance as the letter 
he sent with the mimeographed Memorandum to members of West Jersey Presbytery. 


FOREWORD 


This pamphlet has been prepared by Secretary Robert E. Speer of the Board of Foreign 
Missions of the Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A. It presents the facts regarding certain 
charges against the Board and against Presbyterian missionaries and their work, particularly 
as stated in the brief which was presented to the West Jersey Presbytery on Jan. 15519855 
by the Rev. Carl McIntire in support of an Overture which he had offered. The brief has been 
modified and altered by Mr. McIntire as he has put it into print, but it is here fully. dealt with 
in the original form in which it was given to members of the Presbytery and sent to the 
office of the Board. Among the alterations are the omission of the larger part of the statement 
about Dr. Robert F. Fitch and the omission of the entire fifth section of the argument as 
presented to the Presbytery, charging (1) that the Board has not answered “to the laymen of 
the Church” the charges which have been made against it and (2) that Mr. Speer’s correspond- 
ence with Mr. McIntire and his session “‘was not satisfactory’? to them. 


The criticisms here dealt with are: 
1. Regarding the literature of the Board. 
2. Regarding Union and Cooperative work on the Mission Field. 


3. Regarding the theological soundness of the missionaries under appointment by the 
Board. 


4. Regarding members of the Board who have held relation to the Laymen’s Foreign 
Missions Inquiry. 


5. Regarding the failure of the Board to supply to laymen its replies to earlier expres- 
sions of these criticisms. : 


No Presbyterian, minister or layman, man or woman, will find the Board insensitive to 
any sincere inquiry regarding any policy, fact or occurrence within the scope of the vast world 
task now being performed by the 1,400 missionaries of the Church which the Board represents 
in its missionary administration. Inquiry may be addressed to any secretary of the Board at 
156 Fifth Avenue, New York, and will receive immediate attention. The work is too great and 
too Christian to be hindered by rumors, by unsupported or distorted charges and by errors and 
misrepresentations. 


The Board and its officers have steadfastly refused to engage in controversy. They have 
answered every inquiry addressed to them with full information and have met in the courts of 
the Church every representation which has been made therein, but they have not contributed to 
strife or contention. They have sought to obey scrupulously the Constitution and law of the 
Church. 


The present memorandum has been prepared only in reply to the document submitted to 
the Presbytery of West Jersey and in response to requests from members of the Presbytery 
for full information with regard to the matter. 


Correspondence of the Woman’s Missionary Society 
of the Collingswood Presbyterian Church 


Collingswood, N. J., October 26, 1933. 


Dr. Robert E. Speer, Senior Secretary, , 

The Board of Foreign Missions of the Presbyterian Church, 
156 Fifth Avenue, 

New York City, N. Y. 


r. Speer: Following our usual custom, the Woman’s Missionary Society of the 
EM tr patie Church of Collingswood, N. J., held its Fall Relay Mission Study 
Class in September. The Secretary of Missionary Education of the Society had recommended 
to her, “The Never Failing Light,” by James H. Franklin, one of the books endorsed, recom- 
mended, and sold by*the Board of Christian Education of the Presbyterian Church, U. S. A. 


i i i i isti trary to Scriptural facts 
This book without question is so flagrantly modernistic and con ‘ 
that we cannot pass it by without a vigorous protest against its recommendation to us nae 
others by the Board, and voicing to you our demand that you recall the Board’s sanction o 
this book, so subtle in its message. 


Specifically let us call your attention to the following: 


1. We object to the implication of the Dedication statement. 
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2. (a) On page 34—‘To love God and to love your neighbor as yourself is the beginning 
and end of the Christian religion.” 


(b) “The teachings of Jesus support Bishop Gore in the declaration that the unaccom- 


plished mission of Christianity is nothing less than to reconstruct society on a basis of 
Brotherhood.” 


: 3. _ On page 37—“What was the cross to Him? (Jesus.) Naught but an incident in the 
life which he had already laid down for his kind.” 


4. On page 160 (last portion of last paragraph)—“That men are made new not through 
distinctive doctrines, but through a knowledge of Him on whom we agree as the Son of God, 
even Jesus Christ himself.’”” We quote 2 Corinthians 5:17, ‘“Therefore if any man be in Christ 
he is a new creature...” and Ephesians 2:8, “For by grace are ye saved, through faith. . .” 


ie On page 179—Caption of the last paragraph, “A Friendly Attitude Toward Other 
aiths.”’ 


These are a very few of the objectionable statements of this book. There are quotations 
from the Appraisal Commission, Fosdick, Kagawa, all well-known modernists, and a world- 
notorious unbeliever, Gandhi, all of which are used to support the author’s position. 


If Mr. Franklin believes that God is the Father of all men (which this book teaches from 
cover to cover) he does not believe the Word of God, for John 1:12 says, “But as many as 
received him, to them gave he power to become the sons of God even to them that believe on 
his name.” It would thus seem that Mr. Franklin does not believe the Word, so his position 
can readily be understood by born-again people, for Paul tells us in 1 Corinthians 2:14, 
“The natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God: for they are foolishness unto 
him: neither can he know them, because they are spiritually discerned.” 


We call upon you, Dr. Speer, as a fellow sinner saved by grace, through faith, to read 
this book, and note carefully its contents and recall it from the Board’s Book Stores, and 
thereby withdraw the Board’s endorsement. 


This letter to you was authorized by our Society in regular session, not to engender 
strife, but to ‘earnestly contend for the faith which was once delivered unto the saints.” 


We will welcome a letter from you advising us of the withdrawal of this book. 
Very truly yours, 


FLORENCE E. OTT, 
ANNA R. PARKER, 
BERTHA L. WOOD. 


November 13th, 1933. 


Miss Bertha L. Wood, 
615 Haddon Avenue, 
Collingswood, New Jersey. 


My dear Miss Wood: 


Dr. Speer has passed on to me your letter of recent date since I am responsible for the 
correspondence with our Woman’s Missionary Societies. I am extremely sorry for the delay in 
answering your letter but I have been out in the field attending fall meetings. Your letter was 
therefore held for my return. 


We appreciate most deeply your careful thought in regard to the mission study books 
of this year. I assure you it is our earnest desire to recommend only those books which we 
feel carry a real message. In September we had a conference of the three Boards to discuss 
the very point, which your letter raises, and we have asked for a conference with the Inter- 
denominational Committee issuing the mission study text books in order to present the point 
of view of our own Church. In cooperative work it is not always possible to represent in 
each book the thinking of each denomination. 


Of course you do know that within our Church the major responsibility for missionary 
education is in the Board of Christian Education. Our department of Missionary Education 
having been taken from our Board and put under the other Board. Our staff, however, does 
not wish to evade or shirk any responsibility for the material in the text book for we have 
the opportunity of reading the manuscript and sending in criticisms. These text books are in 
the main prepared by the Missionary Education Movement, a cooperative body, in which most 
of the denominations share with a marked reduction of financial cost and of time taken from 
other duties on the part of denominational secretaries. 


In your letter you especially ask Dr. Speer to recall from the Board’s book stores Dr. 
Franklin’s book. Since this responsibility lies in the Board of Christian Education I am sending 
your letter to Mrs. Silverthorn, who is the director of the department of missionary education. 


We do so appreciate your letter and point of view and I wish much that we could talk 
the matter over with you. Miss Margaret E. Hodge, who is vice president of our Board, lives 
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in Chestnut Hill and would be very happy to meet with you. Also I am often in Philadelphia 
and I would be glad to confer with you. I am sure that many in your church knew Dr. 
Edward B. Hodge, who was a pastor for so many years in Burlington and Miss Hodge’s own 
mother was one of the very first officers of one of the first presbyterial societies in New Jersey. 


You do know of course how fully Miss Hodge would agree with you on all questions of faith 
and doctrine. 


If I can be of any further help, or if there are any other questions that are troubling 


you, will you not please write me. Our one desire is to be of service and I assure you that 
The Board of Foreign Missions is as eager as you are to be faithful to its trust. May I quote 


from an official statement made by the Board which bears on the whole question although not 
directly about the study books. 


“All the members and officers of the Board clearly understand that, having been 
appointed by the General Assembly as the authorized agency. to represent the whole Church 
in its foreign missionary work, they should discharge the obligations imposed in entire obedience 
to the instructions of the General Assembly, and in full loyalty to the Standards of the Presby- 
terian Church, and the whole system of doctrine contained therein. In these and in all other 
respects the Board has sought to administer the trust laid upon it by the General Assembly 
with absolute fidelity, and it is determined to hold this trust inviolate. 


“Tf there is one missionary of the Board who is not true to the central doctrinal convictions 
of our Church, the Board does not know of him. If any one has evidence of the unfaithfulness 
of a missionary and will report it to the Board, the Board will deal with it at once in a 
constitutional way. While the Board is not an ecclesiastical body and cannot trench upon the 
jurisdiction of presbyteries over anyone’s ecclesiastical standing in the Presbyterian Church, 
the Board is the judge of the qualifications of missionaries, and it deems sound views of the 
Gospel a vital qualification. The Board cannot withdraw confidence from devoted missionaries 
on the basis of impersonal and unsupported charges regarding unnamed and unidentified mis- 
sionaries, and the Board believes that further rumors or suspicions should be resolutely discoun- 
tenanced. Our missionaries have gone out from the heart and homes of the Church. Christian 
people who know them should silence false reports as to their character and consecration.” 


With grateful thanks to you for your letter, I am 
Faithfully yours, 
GERTRUDE SCHULTZ. 


[Please observe three things about this letter: 
1. The shifting of responsibility. 
2. The turning to personalities who are ‘sound.” 
3. The ‘‘declarations of orthodoxy.” 
None of these alter the Board’s recommendation of the book. This is the kind of answer 


that 156 Fifth Avenue gives in its promise of “immediate attention’? to any inquiries based 
on fact.] 


Printed and Distributed by 
PRESBYTERIAN LAYMEN 


Additional copies may be secured at 10 cents each or $1.00 per dozen by writing 
Mr. Albert F. Miller, Box 83, Camden, N. J. 


Contributions also will be gratefully received for the printing and distribution of this 
document. Laymen have undertaken this work in faith, knowing that Christians must have 
the facts. 
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APPEAL 


THE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH IN THE U. S. A. 
PAST 


GENERAL ASSEMBLY, 
THE GENERAL COUNCIL, 


and 


THE PERMANENT JUDICIAL COMMISSION 


TO 


THE PRESBYTERIES 


ON 


“What Saith the Scripture?’’ 
which is 
“The only rule of faith and practice’’, 


“The Scripture cannot be broken’’. 


WORK FOR THE CHURCH SUPER-SUPREME COURT 


To Stated Clerks of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S. A. 
Rev. E. C. Musselman, Wysox, Pa., 3-6-35 

Conditions in our church you know are like when a 2300v 
wire short circuits onto the 110v setup and fires break out every- 
where and troublefixing is needed elsewhere besides at the fires. 
Seeing no movement afoot in our church to troublefix at our 
troubles’ source may I make bold to ask if you would each sub- 
mit to his presbytery the following adaptation, of which I in- 
close to each several copies, of the timetried way which is being 
neglected partly I guess because of its obviousness, mostly be- 
cause of the years of travail it would take; in church as in state 
the current fashion is for some one or few to make changes, even 
radical changes, quick and easy like getting tires changed; but 
is not that statesmanship embryonic as Abraham’s; government 
by the people can make serious changes only thru years of dis- 
cussion often acrimonious; but even the worldly diplomacy of 
Abrahamic overlords not Abraham-minded staves off these days 
ruptures within, and between, nations by prolonged, face-saving 
parleyings. Our church might do likewise. 

In all the four milleniums of datable gospel history repent- 
ing, rethinking, unto reformation, re-formation, has been the 
first step in composing church disconcertments; ours is the Re- 
formed Theology which Scripture and church history show has 
been reformed times without number, and our constitution pro- 
vides for orderly reforming, re-forming, not improving; improvy- 
ing ceased at the completion of Scripture. Reformation changes, 
not Scriptures but men’s changeful understandings and applica- 
tions of them, it restores neglected revelations, balances half 
truths, eliminates extraneous matter; and to correct the half- 
baked wisecracks and half truths and the unwise worldly wis- 
dom we perpetrate in trying to be interesting, and the over- 
severe criticisms of such things we perpetrate in trying to be 
orthodox, the time-tried way is to try to re-form interpretative 
doctrinal language so it will stand the fire of future generations 
criticisms; so I suggest that presbyteries overture General 
Assembly to enact, with perhaps shortened introduction, some- 
what like the following 


RESOLUTIONS. 

a. Whereas there is disquiet in our church such as three 
generations ago made a split which reaffirmation of our historic 
symbols healed a generation later, and such as was repeatedly 
quieted a generation ago by adoption of the Brief Statement of 
the Reformed Faith and similar shorter statements; and 

b. Whereas the constitution says “All synods and councils 
(and our General Assembly and its Council and Permanent 
Judicial Commission are such), may err and—are not to be 
made the rule of faith and practice,’ CF, XXXI: 3, and “All 
church power—is only ministerial and declarative—the Holy 
Scriptures are the only rule of faith and manners,” FG, I:VII; 
and to get the nearest approach possible to the mind of the 
Spirit in Scriptures it requires the whole church, speaking by 


the presbyteries in at least a two thirds majority, to make a con- 
stitutional deliverance on what Scriptures mean, FG, XXIV:IV, 
so that, in our church, as in our civil government, all its people 
acting together are a super-supreme court, and it has authority 
to change the so-called constitution and Supreme Court inter- 
pretations thereof unto conformity with the real constitution, 
the Scriptures; and 

c. Whereas the constitution says “If a minister not other- 
wise chargeable with offense renounces the jurisdiction of this 
church—by becoming independent—the presbytery shall take 
no other action than to erase his name from the roll,” BD, VII:- 
53, and we have several groups who signed up against acts of 
General Assembly, who might perhaps be thus dropped: and 
“Heresy and schism may be of such a nature as to call for 
deposition,” BD, V1I:41, but the original church, and our mother 
church, and other protestant gospel churches, were formed by 
men excommunicated by church authorities, which shows that 
deposition, excommunication, is a boomerang that often smites 
its users; and 

d. Whereas even in worldly statecraft peace is often kept 
by prolonged, face-saving, parleyings that overhaul old formulas 
without denying the truths back of them, and in Scripture the 
church was always being reformed, not by heresy trials nor by 
dropping names but by the Church, or the particular independ- 
ent branch concerned, readjusting business ways and re-form- 
ing into current language to meet current exigencies, its inter- 
pretative expansions of ‘The faith once delivered,” often finding 
as we may now, that old formulas suffice, and by then still 
preaching it so that non-Christians finally “Went out from us 
for they were not of us,’ and Christians unobtrusively aband- 
oned unchristian words and ways springing from “The sin that 
so closely clings to us;” and 

e. Whereas for an irenical attempt at re-formation of some 
of the language of our, the Reformed Theology, the preliminary 
committee prescribed by FG, XXIV:III should be as free as 
possible from suspicion of being a party appointment, 


Therefore, be it resolved: 


1. That each of the fifteen Standing Committees of this 
General Assembly elect one member of a Reformation Com- 
mittee of which the Moderator of General Assembly shall be 
chairman, those of odd number electing ministers, the others 
elders, to formulate constitutionally for constitutional consider- 
ation, a re-statement of the Brief Statement of the Reformed 
Faith which, if adopted constitutionally, shall be part of the 
constitution, and such Amendments to the Constitution as seem 
to them advisable; and 


2. That, to clear the way for this committee’s work, and to 
have its report get untrammelled consideration in General 
Assembly, and then in the presbyteries, proceedings under the 
disciplinary act of the ’34 General Assembly are herewith sus- 
pended and judicatories are advised to return brethren against 
whom action under it has been taken, to their status quo ante. 


Appendix to Lackawanna Presbytery, 


To take from an unwilling man, as we took 
from Mr. Coray, a possession of value, is robbery 
or punishment; our action was punishment based on 
alleged disobedience to General Assembly; he still 
has legal appeal against the punishment to Script- 
ure, of whose meaning all the presbyteries acting 
as voting units are the constitutional super- 
supreme tribunal; many other presbyteries have 
cognate cases, and men of every persuasion in our 
church question the adequacy of the disciplinary 
act of the '34 General assembly; should we not for 
now sidetrack it and go the limit at once? and 
because of its enacted loyalty to General Assembly 
would it not be peculiarly appropriate for our 
presbytery to propose that to General Assembly? 


E. C. Musselman. 


cA Memorandum 


regarding the 
(Criticisms 
of 


The Board of Foreign Missions 
of the 


Presbyterian Church, U. S. A. 


which were presented to 


The Presbytery of West Jersey 
on January 15, 1935 
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Foreword 


HIS pamphlet has been prepared by Secretary 

Robert E. Speer of the Board of Foreign Missions 
ot the Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A. It pre- 
sents the facts regarding certain charges against the 
Board and against Presbyterian missionaries and their 
work, particularly as stated in the brief which was 
presented to the West Jersey Presbytery on Jan. 15, 
1935, by the Rev. Carl McIntire in support of an 
Overture which he had offered. The brief has been 
modified and altered by Mr. McIntire as he has put 
it into print, but it is here fully dealt with in the 
original form in which it was given to members of the 
Presbytery and sent to the office of the Board. Among 
the alterations are the omission of the larger part 
of the statement about Dr. Robert F. Fitch and the 
omission of the entire fifth section of the argument 
as presented to the Presbytery, charging (1) that the 
Board has not answered “to the laymen of the 
Church” the charges which have been made against 
it and (2) that Mr. Speer’s correspondence with Mr. 
McIntire and his session “was not satisfactory” to 
them. 


The criticisms here dealt with are: 


1. Regarding the literature of the Board. 


2. Regarding Union and Cooperative work on 
the Mission Field. 

3. Regarding the theological soundness of the 
missionaries under appointment by the 
Board. 

4. Regarding members of the Board who have 
held relation to the Laymen’s Foreign 
Missions Inquiry. 

5. Regarding the failure of the Board to supply 
to laymen its replies to earlier expressions 
of these criticisms. 


No Presbyterian, minister or layman, man or 
woman, will find the Board insensitive to any sincere 
inquiry regarding any policy, fact or occurrence with- 
in the scope of the vast world task now being per- 
formed by the 1,400 missionaries of the Church 
which the Board represents in its missionary admin- 
istration. Inquiry may be addressed to any secretary 
of the Board at 156 Fifth Avenue, New York, and 
will receive immediate attention. The work is too 
great and too Christian to be hindered by rumors, by 
unsupported or distorted charges and by errors and 
misrepresentations. 


The Board and its officers have steadfastly refused 
to engage in controversy. They have answered every 
inquiry addressed to them with full information and 
have met in the courts of the Church every represen- 
tation which has been made therein, but they have 
not contributed to strife or contention. They have 
sought to obey scrupulously the Constitution and law 


of the Church. 


The present memorandum has been prepared only 
in reply to the document submitted to the Presbytery 
of West Jersey and in response to requests from 
members of the Presbytery for full information with 
regard to the matter. 
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Memorandum by Mr. Speer regarding the Overture 
and Argument of the Rev. Carl McIntire, 
presented to the Presbytery of West Jersey 
on January 15, 1935. 


On January 15, 1935, the Rev. Carl Mclntire, 
pastor of the Collingswood (New Jersey) Presbyte- 
rian Church and a member of “The Independent Board 
for Presbyterian Foreign Missions,” presented to the 
Presbytery of West Jersey an Overture to the Gen- 
eral Assembly, supported by a written argument. 


The Overture was as follows: 


“The Presbytery of West Jersey respectfully 
overtures the General Assembly of 1935. 


1. To instruct the Board of Foreign Missions 
that all literature published by or in the 
name of the Board be thoroughly evangel- 
ical and loyal ‘to the doctrinal Standards of 
our Church. 

2. To instruct the Board of Foreign Missions 
to refuse to sanction policies or to cooperate 
in union enterprises in which the essential 
doctrinal teachings of the Christian Faith, 
and of our Standards, such as, the full truth- 
fulness of Scripture, the virgin birth of our 
Lord, His substitutionary death as a sacri- 
fice to satisfy divine justice, His bodily res- 
urrection and His miracles, are not main- 
tained. 

3. To instruct the Board of Foreign Missions 
to take care to send out as missionaries only 
those individuals who believe the doctrinal 
teaching of our Church without mental res- 
ervation, and to remove from the mission 
field those missionaries under its control 
who have given up their belief in the doc- 
trinal teaching of our Church. 

4. To take care to elect to positions on the 
Board of Foreign Missions only persons who 
are fully aware of the danger in which the 
Church stands and who are determined to 
insist upon such verities as the full truthful- 
ness of Scripture, the virgin birth of our 
Lord, His substitutionary death as a sacri- 
fice to satisfy divine justice, His bodily res- 
urrection and His miracles, as being essen- 
tial to the Word of God and our Standards, 
and as being necessary to the message 
which every missionary under our Church 
shall proclaim. 

5. To give to the laymen of our Church to 
whom our Church appeals for funds answers 
to the evidence of modernism in our Board 
e Foreign Missions which has been brought 
orth.” 


The objections to this Overture and the accom- 
panying argument are twofold. 


1. The language of the Overture implies charges 
which are not true, namely, that the Board of Foreign 
Missions is doing things which the General Assembly 
should instruct it not to do, and that it is failing to 
do things which the General Assembly should in- 
struct it to do. 

2. The arguments advanced in support of the 
Overture are inadequate, misrepresentative and untrue. 

The purpose of this memorandum is to deal def- 
initely with each of the five sections of the Overture 
and with the specifications advanced by Mr. McIntire 
in support of each charge. 
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I. “The Literature of the Board of Foreign Missions” 


The charge is that literature is being “published 
by or in the name of the Board” which is not “thor- 
oughly evangelical and loyal to the doctrinal Stand- 
ards of our Church.” Four specifications are given: 


1. Miss Kirkland’s “The Way of Discovery.” (1) 
It is charged that this pamphlet was recommended 
in 1934 by the Board of Foreign Missions for de- 
votional reading. This pamphlet was never seen or 
passed upon by the Board of Foreign Missions nor 
does it carry its imprint. It is named in a flier which 
does bear the imprint of the Boards of National and 
Foreign Missions. This flier was prepared by the 
Women’s Committees of the two Boards and “The 
Way of Discovery” is suggested in it without com- 
ment for supplemental reading. (2) Two sentences 
are quoted by Mr. McIntire from Miss Kirkland’s 
pamphlet and it is charged on the strength of these 
two sentences that “the pamphlet is unitarianism” 
and that “the deity of Christ is denied.” When at- 
tention was called to these two sentences the pamphlet 
was withdrawn by the Board of Foreign Missions. 
The Committee on Women’s Work acquiesced in 
this decision and expressed regret that it had not 
noticed the possible implication of these sentences. 
The two sentences quoted, however, are not a ide= 
liberated theological statement, but when Miss Kirk- 
land speaks of Jesus “making Himself divine’ and 
of His Imitability, and of His being truly human, 
she can rest on such Scriptural passages as John 
VS SITES ete ohne lo le eeteca ll. 21; 
I Corinthians! X1/81- 91) Timothy. 1175; yActs xX VIT. 
31; Hebrews IV. 15. Miss Kirkland’s pamphlet does 
not pretend to be a theological document, and Mr. 
MclIntire’s representation of it is unfair and untrue. 
It is not “unitarianism.” It does not deny “the deity 
of Christ.” It recognizes Jesus as embodying the 
very attributes of God, as risen from the dead, as 
revealing God, both in His spirit and in His character, 
as the unique personality of history and as the sinless 
One. To call this “unitarianism” is sheer irrespon- 
sibility. (3) It is stated that Elder William A. Cham- 
berlin appeared before the Committee on Foreign 
Missions at the General Assembly at Cleveland in 
1934 and heard Mr. Speer defend this pamphlet. This 
is an error. Mr. Speer did not defend the pamphlet. 
He did tell the Committee who Miss Kirkland was, 
and what her noble spirit and influence were. He stated 
that the two sentences which had been picked out of 
the pamphlet were not an adequate statement, but 
that it was unwarranted to infer from them _that 
Miss Kirkland was not a loyal disciple of Jesus 
Christ as her divine Lord and Savior or that her 
writings did not exalt Christ and lead men and women 
to Him in loving discipleship. 


2. The second specification is one sentence from 
a contributed article by Miss Kirkland in the issue 
of “Women and Missions” for April, 1934. Once 
again it should be pointed out that the charge, is 
that unevangelical and disloyal literature is “being 
published by or in the name of the Board of Foreign 
Missions.” “Women and Missions” is not “published 
by or in the name of the Board of Foreign Missions. 
It is “Published by the Woman’s Committees of the 
Boards of Missions of the Presbyterian Church in 
the U. S. A.” and is under the supervision of a 
sub-committee of these Committees but the Boards 
do not write it or censor its contents, the editor 
having the usual editorial responsibility. In response 
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to requests for ‘Women and Missions” to state its 
standards of evangelical belief the March, 1935, num- 
ber has a clear statement of this on the editorial page.* 


It is a matter of regret to the women of the Board 
that the sentence quoted by Mr. McIntire was printed 
and steps have been taken to have more care exercised 
in the future. The sentence quoted, however, like 
practically all of Mr. MclIntire’s quotations, is torn 
from its context in a saintly woman’s devotional 
article on the Resurrection and immortality in which 
the Resurrection of Christ and the appearance to the 
women in the Garden are set forth with deep and 
reverent feeling. The paragraph from which the sen- 
tence is taken is as follows: 


“We women who try to accompany a risen 
Christ have his example for our reverence for 
earth-life. What does the agony on Gethsemane 
reveal except that Jesus saw human existence 
so beautiful that he could not bear to leave it? 
Why did he come back to earth except that by 
his risen Presence he might share with us the 
splendid responsibility of making all things 
new?” 

There are many of us to whom this account of 
Gethsemane would be far from adequate but it is more 
Scriptural than some traditional and accepted inter- 
pretations (See Anderson’s “Filial Honor of God,” 
pp. 146-153 225-249), and it has its support in He- 
brews V. 7 and in such an unquestioned orthodox 
book as Stalker’s “Life of Christ,” §§153-162. 


3. The third specification is the Mission Study 
Textbook of Dr. James H. Franklin entitled “The 
Never Failing Light.” The question of this book 
and of mission study textbooks in general was dealt 
with by the Committee of the Board in conference 
with the Presbytery of Chester on March 13, 1934, 
and by the Committee on Foreign Missions of the 
1934 General Assembly. This textbook has not been 
in some respects a satisfactory book, although the 
Southern Baptist Church, which is theologically one 
of our most fundamentalist denominations, seems to 
have had no difficulty with it. Once again, however, 
it should be pointed out that the specification does not 
sustain the charge; that the book was not “published 
by or in the name of the Board,” that the mission 
study books are not under the control of the Board, 
and that Mr. MclIntire’s quotations give no just rep- 
resentation of the book as a whole, while his criticism 
of one of the two quotations which he cites is at 
variance with the plain language of our Lord Him- 
self and of the New Testament: Matt. XXII. 37-39; 
Mark XII. 28-34; John XIII. 34, 35; James II. 
14, 17, 18, 22, 24; Rom. XIII. 10; I Cor. XIII. 13; 
Gal. V..'6;)'13,22> al ohne 1Ver 7. aseeaA nu eeG aioe the 
only other quotation, about the Cross, the words 


*From—‘Women and Missions’—March, 1935 

Request has come that WOMEN AND MISSIONS state its 
standard of evangelical belief. We are always glad and proud to 
bear witness of our faith in the Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of 
God and the Son of ‘Man, our only Savior and Redeemer, to his 
atoning death and his glorious resurrection. Our standards of 
belief are the standards of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. 
set forth in its Constitution. WOMEN AND MISSIONS is 
printed solely for the dissemination of news about Christ’s King- 
dom in this and other lands where our Presbyterian Church is 
at work, and is loyal to and reflects the faith of that Church 
and its Lord and Master. We have but one aim—to keep the 
women’s missionary organizations informed of the work their 
missionaries are doing throughout the world, and to inspire 
them, as far as may be, to support that work by their prayers and 
offerings. We, too, “press toward the mark for the prize of the 
high calling of God in Christ Jesus.” 
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quoted are not Dr. Franklin’s but are quoted by 
Dr. Franklin from Richard Wightman, and in using 
them Dr. Franklin may well have in mind Heb. 
ars Matt. X. 38; XVI. 24; Col. I. 24; John 
> AE 


4. The one other specification cited is the publica- 
tion “in the name of the Board of Foreign Missions” 
of Herman’s “The Ministry of Silence and Medita- 
tion.’ This was another pamphlet recommended for 
devotional reading by the Women’s Committees of 
the Boards of National and Foreign Missions. Mr. 
McIntire quotes from it two sentences and utterly 
misrepresents the attitude of the writer. Mr. McIntire 
represents her as belittling the intellectual issues 
involved in Christian faith Her position is just 
the opposite. The two sentences quoted by Mr. 
McIntire are torn from the following context: 


’ 


“There is among us today a universal reluc- 
tance to meditate upon the great Christian 
doctrines—a reluctance which, as we have 
hinted already, is almost wholly due to the 
unfortunate circumstance that religious contro- 
versy has made us familiar with the objections 
to these doctrines before we have had time to 
understand the doctrines themselves. We ap- 
proach them with a preconceived distaste. We 
are interested in the revolt of the modern mind 
against them (forgetting often that there has 
always been a ‘modern’ mind, and it has always 
revolted), and seem to find it difficult_to re- 
alize that the things against which that mind 
revolts are, to say the least, not uninteresting 
either. Amid the babel of modern pronounce- 
ments on the Bible, we forget that the Book 
has a voice of its own—a message and a power 
that remain untouched by the passage of time. 
To listen to that voice and test that power 
for oneself is well worth all the labor and 
discipline involved, and to do so one must 
go to the ‘great texts.’ It may be pleasant 
and soothing to meditate upon the mountain- 
symbolism of the Psalms, or on one of the 
many sweet humanities in which Scripture 
abounds; but such meditation will not go far 
towards enlarging and deepening our minds. 
What we need is not to muse upon the psy- 
chological significance of David’s playing on the 
harp when Saul was in an evil mood but to 
ponder on what Jesus meant when He said, 
‘No one knoweth the Father save the Son, and 
he to whom the Son will reveal Him.’ We need 
to wrestle with spiritual principles, to come to 
grips with the ‘hard sayings’ of the gospel and 
the tremendous Pauline paradoxes. Whether 
our ultimate intellectual conclusions be ortho- 
dox or heterodox matters comparatively little; 
the one thing needful is to clear our minds of 
the small dust of popular controversy and ap- 
proach the Book ‘with open face.’ 


“And this brings us to the subject of purely 
topical meditation. Nothing can absolve us from 
applying our minds to the great master-facts 
of the spiritual world—God, Christ, the Holy 
Spirit, man, sin, grace, death, judgment, the 
Church Holy and Catholic, the Kingdom that 
shall have no end. What do we really believe 
about these facts (what we do not believe about 
them would probably fill a volume, but is of 
little real concern, humbling though that fact 
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may be to us), and what is the effect of our 
belief upon our life? To meditate upon, e.g., the 
nature of God is not to construct a theory of 
the Divine Nature, but to come into vital touch 
with God Himself through the intelligence. In 
the course of such a meditation, we shall ask 
ourselves some searching questions: ‘What do 
I really believe about God when I am alone, in 
my private and secluded heart? What do I 
believe about Him in times of trouble and 
crisis? What, in other words, is my working 
faith—the faith I instinctively apply to the prob- 
lems of life? How much of the teaching to 
which I assent as a member of the Church, or 
of the sentiments I occasionally express in a 
study-circle or other meeting, has really entered 
into the fiber of my being?” 


These are pertinent questions for men who mis- 
represent their fellow Christians. And one wonders 
whether Mr. McIntire has really read the documents 
which he quotes. Whether he has done so or not, 
his use of them is illegitimate and unfair. Moreover, 
not one of them is a direct or official utterance of 
the Board. 


II. Union and Cooperative Work 


1. The first specification under the second charge 
has to do with the University of Nanking and begins 
with a statement that seems to imply that Dr. James 
H. Franklin is one of the representatives of the 
Presbyterian Board on the Board of Founders of 
the University. This must be an error in punctua- 
tion.* Dr. Franklin has never been a representative 
of the Board. He is a Baptist and is now the Presi- 
dent of Crozer Theological Seminary. The charge in 
paragraph two of the Overture is that the Board 
is cooperating in union enterprises in which “the 
essential doctrinal teachings of the Christian faith” 
are not maintained. The only proof offered in the 
case of the University of Nanking is that in the 
catalogue of 1931 Professor George A. Barton’s 
“Jesus of Nazareth” and Dr. Harry Emerson Fos- 
dick’s “The Modern Use of the Bible” are cited in 
the courses in the Department of Religion. To us as 
Presbyterians these books are not satisfactory, but it 
was not known to the Board that these books were 
in the course at the time. Dr. Fosdick’s book was 
dropped some years ago. We cannot speak definitely 
of Dr. Barton’s book, whose alleged use is now under 
investigation, but we can affirm unequivocally that 
“the essential doctrinal teachings of the Christian 
faith’ are maintained in the University. The Rev. 
W. R. Wheeler, for some years a missionary in 
China and then a Secretary of the Board, was reap- 
pointed to China in 1932 in order to strengthen the 
distinctively evangelical and evangelistic character of 
the University of Nanking. Mr. Wheeler, with the 
help of earnest Chinese associates, is doing his utmost 
to increase the missionary influence and power of 
this University whose campus is stained with the 
blood of its Christian martyrs who bore witness to 
their faith in life and in death. 


2. The second specification is the pamphlet by the 
Rev. J. R. McPhail entitled “The Jesus of History,” 
which Mr. McIntire says was “published in the name 
of the National Christian Council of India.” The 
pamphlet was published for the Council by the Chris- 


*The punctuation is changed in Mr. MclIntire’s printed leaflet. 
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tian Literature Society of India. As soon as the 
officers of the Board learned of this tract, the matter 
was taken up with the National Christian Council, 
and its Secretary, the Rev. J. Z. Hodge, replied as 
follows: 


“The Council itself had no direct connection 
with the publication of the tract. The expendi- 
ture incurred was met from a special fund and 
did not fall on the general funds of the Council. 
If a mistake was made, the responsibility rests 
with the Secretaries who inadvertently let the 
tract go out in the name of the Council. This 
will not happen again. I need not say that did 
I not believe that the National Christian Coun- 
cil held by the great verities of the Christian 


ach my connection with it would be impos- 
sible. 


The missionaries of the Board in India also at 
once took exception to the tract, and it was imme- 
diately withdrawn. Once again, however, a careful 
reading of the tract will show how misrepresentative 
Mr. MclIntire’s quotations are. The tract is not satis- 
factory to us but its writer is an ordained minister of 
the Church of Scotland, and the tract contains such 
statements as the following under the heading of 
“The Divinity of Jesus”: 


“The story does not end with the death of 
Jesus: it would be nearer the truth to say that 
it only begins there. We have still to tell of the 
resurrection.” 


“Here, plainly seen as nowhere else, was the 
true light ‘which lighteth every man that com- 
eth into the world,’ of which all the other lights 
are only an effulgence or a reflection; here was 
not only a particular manifestation of beauty 
and goodness and truth, but their very source. 
Others can point us towards God, but here is 
God incarnate. Others are to be judged, but 
he judges. Others are to be admired, but he is 
to be worshipped. Of no one else would we 
say, ‘Him alone will I follow.’ ‘Lord,’ said 
Peter, ‘to whom shall we go? Thou hast the 
words of eternal life!’ ” 


“The Church Councils felt moreover that this 
good life was not the lonely adventure of one 
particular man: it was of God’s making through- 
out. It was not Jesus revealing God that they 
saw, so much as God revealing himself.” 


“He learned obedience, he did God’s will: 
yet it was God acting through him in every- 
thing. It is a paradox, a contradiction, and is 
boldly proclaimed as such in the Athanasian 
Creed: ‘Perfect God, and perfect Man.’ ” 


“No one was ever convinced, in this matter, 
one way or the other, by historical evidence 
alone. Those who disbelieve, disbelieve because 
they have made up their minds that nothing of 
the kind could happen: and those who believe, 
believe because they have known the power of 
Jesus in their own lives.” 


Mr. MclIntire’s statement that money of the Board 
was expended on the publication of this pamphlet is 
evidently made in ignorance and is untrue. 


3. The third specification is the employment of 
non-Christian teachers in Forman Christian College, 
Lahore, India. It is true that there are non-Christian 
teachers in this College, and this is to be regretted, 
but not one dollar of the Board’s money is used in 
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the employment of these non-Christian teachers in 
this particular College. The College is entirely sup- 
ported by the fees of students and Government 
grants. The only money expended in its maintenance 
by the Board is the salaries of the foreign missionary 
teachers, all of them, of course, Christian men who 
have declared their unequivocal faith in the gospel 
of Christ as set forth in the New Testament. Every 
effort is being made in the Missions of our Church 
to staff all educational institutions with competent 
and consecrated Christian teachers, but it is no easy 
thing to raise up these teachers. Many of those who 
are known as non-Christians, however, are only nom- 
inally so; both in spirit and in conviction they are 
in sympathy with the Christian character of the in- 
stitution, although they have not as yet openly 
avowed their Christian discipleship. Would Mr. Mc- 
Intire have the missionaries and the Christian native 
teachers withdraw from this College and leave it 
wholly in the hands of non-Christians? Cannot any 
reasonable man see that here is a great opportunity 
for the Christian missionaries and for the Indian 
Christian teachers to control and shape this institu- 
tion and use this agency, as they are free to do to 
the utmost, in trying to bring to Christ both non- 
Christian teachers and non-Christian students? 


These three specifications advanced by Mr. MclIn- 
tire in support of his second charge constitute no 
warrant for distrust of the clear purpose and the 
consistent effort of the Board and its missionaries 
to maintain both in our own denominational work 
and in our cooperative undertakings “the essential 
doctrinal teachings of the Christian faith.’ Coopera- 
tive work is not free from difficulties and limitations. 
Neither is any other kind of work, by whomsoever 
it is carried on; and the task of keeping colleges and 
universities, whether denominational or cooperative, 
at home and abroad, both evangelical and evangelis- 
tic is one of the most difficult tasks of the Church. 
But the Board has made its position clear that “when- 
ever difficulties and problems, doctrinal or otherwise, 
arise in connection with these institutions, it is the 
policy and purpose of the Board to take them up 
with the institution concerned and the boards of the 
other denominations associated with it. If agreement 
cannot be reached on a true and sound evangelical 
basis, the Board will recommend withdrawal from 
further participation.” 


It is interesting to observe that of the first three 
missionaries sent out by the Independent Board, one 
has gone, very wisely, shortly after'his arrival on the 
field, to a Union Language School and is living in an 
interdenominational institution. 


III. “Missionaries under the Board of Foreign Mis- 
sions” 


The charge implied in the third section of the 
Overture, and specifically alleged in Mr. MclIntire’s 
statement, is that the Board has sent out mission- 
aries who do not “believe the doctrinal teaching of 
our Church without mental reservation,” and that it 
has not removed “from the mission field those mis- 
sionaries under its control who have given up their 
belief in the doctrinal teaching of our Church.” Once 
again the inadequacy and incompetence of the evi- 
dence in support of these charges should be noted. 
Out of the 1,425 missionaries of the Board in seven- 
teen different countries, Mr. McIntire cites two in- 
dividuals in China. His case against these individuals 
rests on half a dozen fragmentary quotations with 
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no attempt to represent fairly the mind and character 
of the two men whom he indicts. The Assembly is 
asked to take action condemning the Board and de- 
nominating these missionaries as men “who have 
given up their belief in the doctrinal teaching of 
our Church” without any opportunity given them to 
reply and without any recourse to the procedure re- 
quired in the Constitution of the Church. This is a 
flimsy and illegal basis on which to rest the grave 
charges that are made. No doubt there are mission- 
aries who in full fidelity to their ordination vows 
represent a different mind from Mr. MclIntire’s but 
that is no proof that they are not loyal to the Bible 
and to the other Standards of the Church, and the 
particular cases which he has selected do not justify 
his attack upon their fidelity. 


Let us consider these two cases and also the third 
specification with regard to the “Auburn Affirmation- 
ist missionaries.” 


(1) Mr. MclIntire’s first specification is an article 
by Mr. Andrew T. Roy of the Kiangan Mission in 
China in which Mr. McIntire declares that Mr. Roy 
“advocates the extreme pacifist position and denies 
the Atonement as taught in the Scriptures and the 
Standards of our Church.” There is no warrant what- 
ever for the view that the pacifist conviction is heresy 
in the Presbyterian Church or that it is proof that 
a man has “given up his belief in the doctrinal teach- 
ing of our Church.” (See “Social Progress,” pub- 
lished by our Board of Christian Education, Feb. 
1935, article, “I Am Still a Pacifist.”) One may dis- 
believe in the pacifist position but he cannot deny 
that those who hold it can find abundant support 
for it in the example of Christ, in the teaching of the 
New Testament, in the history of the early Church 
(See Cadoux “The Early Church and the World”), 
and in the deliverances of the General Assembly. 
With reference to Mr. Roy’s view of the Atonement, 
it would be necessary that he himself should be fully 
heard, and one would judge from Mr. MclIntire’s 
statements that he has not himself examined the ref- 
erences to sacrifice in the New Testament, or read 
“The Blood Covenant” by Henry Clay Trumbull, for 
many years editor of “The Sunday School Times” and 
one of the most trusted and beloved ministers of the 
Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A. 


Something further needs to be said with regard 
to Mr. Roy. Mr. Roy is one of the ablest and most 
devoted young missionaries sent out by the Board in 
recent years. He was educated at Washington and 
Lee and Princeton Universities, and at Edinburgh 
and Oxford. He was appointed as a layman under 
the glowing recommendation of his church, the Wat- 
son Presbyterian Church of Pittsburgh, and with 
remarkable testimonials from the best sources. It 
will suffice to quote two of these. Professor H. R. 
Mackintosh of Edinburgh wrote: 

“T should like to say that Mr. Roy (and not 
less Mrs. Roy) appear to me extraordinarily 
well fitted for the work of the foreign mis- 
sionary. Both he and she made a deep impres- 
sion on us all during their stay in Edinburgh 
a year or two ago, an impression both of ability, 
goodness and personal attractiveness. 

“The Church or Missionary Society that 
would reject Mr. Roy must be too rich in con- 
secrated talent for its own good! He is a man 
of the most admirable and devotedly Christian 
type.” 
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The Rev. Maxwell Cornelius, pastor of the Watson 
Presbyterian Church in Pittsburgh, wrote: 


“T feel that it would be a sad reflection on 
the cause of Christ if the Board cannot find 
some place for this young man. His combina- 
tion of qualities is not to be found in many 
young men. He has been dedicated by his 
father and mother to God and their earnest 
prayers are that God may open up a place for 
him in the life of our Church. I happen to 
know that he has been approached by another 
denomination for active service in their educa- 
tional department but he prefers to serve his 
own denomination if that is possible. His young 
wife is a talented, dedicated young woman, as 
interested in spiritual work as he is. The Board 
seldom has the opportunity to avail itself of 
the services of two such splendid people.” 


Mr. Roy had had extraordinary experience in City 
Mission work in New York and as travelling secre- 
tary of the Student Volunteer Movement and of the 
Student Christian Movement, both in America and 
in Great Britain. In his application papers he ex- 
pressed his Christian faith in clear and positive terms, 
and answered acceptably the Confessional questions 
asked of licentiates, although he was going out as a 
layman. Any one who knows Mr. Roy would learn 
with incredulous amazement that Mr. McIntire has 
cited him as an instance of missionaries “who have 
given up their belief in the doctrinal teaching of our 
Church.” Since hearing of Mr. McIntire’s charge the 
Session of the Watson Presbyterian Church, of which 
Mr. Roy is a member, has taken the following action: 


“We, the members of the Session of Watson 
Presbyterian Church, express our utmost con- 
fidence in the Christian life and faith of An- 
drew T. Roy. Mr. Roy united with this church 
on October 8, 1911, by a profession of faith in 
Jesus Christ as his personal Savior. Thus, for 
nearly twenty-four years, he has been a mem- 
ber of this church, and at no time has the pu- 
rity of his life or the sincerity of his faith been 
questioned. We believe that he is a true and 
loyal member of the Church of Jesus Christ, 
and that as such, by word and life, he will, and 
does, express that loyalty upon the Mission 
Field. 

Signed: L. D. Mansfield 

OF Dis ritnvs 

Frank C. Jordan 
Pittsburgh, Pa. C. A. Heshel 
February 6, 1935 R. C. Leckemby 

Frank L. Dunsmoor 

Rolland R. Painter 

D. R. Douglass 

“I, Rev. Maxwell Cornelius, certify that the 
above resolution has been signed, in person, by 
every acting elder of Watson Presbyterian 
Church, and that, as such, it expresses the unan- 
imous opinion of the said Session. 


(Signed) Maxwell Cornelius, 


Moderator.” 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 
February 6, 1935. 


In reporting this action Mr. Cornelius writes 


“In regard to the matter of the Overture 
presented to the West Jersey Presbytery by the 
Rev. Carl McIntire, in which Mr. Andrew T. 
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Roy is cited as one who ‘has given up his belief 
in the doctrinal teaching of our Church,’ I 
wish to offer my personal testimony regarding 
Mr. Roy: 


“T have known Mr. Roy for nine years. In 
that length of time, by personal contact and 
through intimate correspondence with him since 
his arrival on the mission field of China, | 
have never received any intimation that he had 
‘given up his belief in the doctrinal teaching 
of our Church.’ But the contrary has been true 
—I have felt that his faith and belief in Jesus 
Christ has been strengthened and deepened. In 
speaking before our young people, he pleaded 
with them for a greater dedication of their lives 
to Christ; in speaking before our congregation, 
with marvelous simplicity and beauty of lan- 
guage, he asked them to render to Christ a 
deeper and more loyal devotion; in writing to 
me from China, he has said again and again, 
that the great need of China was for Christ 
and that he hoped that he might be used of 
God to show Christ to the Chinese people. I 
consider that Mr. Roy is the finest Christian 
young man, in personal faith and life, ever to 
have come under my ministry. I have every con- 
fidence in him and in his loyalty to Christ and 
to our beloved Church. 

“T hope that the West Jersey Presbytery will 
delete that part of the Overture which casts 
suspicion on Mr. Roy, both as to his doctrinal 
belief and his loyalty to the Church. The frag- 
mentary quotation offered in support of the 
Overture seems to me to be insufficient grounds 
upon which to accuse any man of disloyalty. 

“T enclose a signed copy of the resolution 
adopted by our Session at its meeting tonight. 
If we can do anything more in support of Mr. 
Roy, please let us know. 

“Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) Maxwell Cornelius.” 


To this the statement of Mrs. Roy’s father, Mr. 
. S. Crutchfield, dated Feb. 5, 1935, should be 
added: “I have no question with reference to the 
soundness of Andrew Roy and my daughter’s faith 
in the Atonement as taught in the Scriptures and 
as it is set forth by the Presbyterian Church. I count 
myself a Fundamentalist.” 


(2) The other missionary cited as sustaining these 
charges is the Rev. Robert F. Fitch, D.D., a member 
of the Central China Mission and a minister of the 
Presbytery of Wooster, Synod of Ohio. Dr. Fitch is 
doing his best, with singular ability, to interpret the 
fullness of Christ in terms that will reveal Him to 
the Chinese mind. He is simply trying to do in China 
what Paul and the ante-Nicene fathers sought to do 
both in the east and in the west of the Roman Em- 
pire. He is no more a pantheist because he translates 
“Logos” by the Chinese word “Tao” than Mr. McIn- 
tire is a heathen because he uses such words as 
Easter, Wednesday, and January, all of which are 
the names of heathen gods. Indeed, Dr. Fitch is 
vastly less blameworthy. The words “Logos” and 
“word” are translated in the Chinese Bible by the 
word “Tao” and that term much more nearly repre- 
sents the meaning of the Greek word “Logos” than 
does our English term “word.” Dr. Fitch does not 
identify pantheism and Christianity. The idea that he 
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is a pantheist or is teaching pantheism, as charged by 
Mr. McIntire before the Presbytery, is ludicrous. 
And what shall be said of Mr. MclIntire’s objection 
to the attempt which Paul was always making (Acts 
XVII. 22-31; Rom. I. 20; Rom, II. 13-15; I Cor. IX. 
19-21) to state Christian truths in terms intelligible 
to non-Christians? How else is the gospel to be 
preached? Dr. Fitch does not, as charged, identify 
pagan thought and Christian truth unless the pagan 
thought with which he is dealing has some truth in 
it and then only to that extent. Truth is truth what- 
ever adjectives are applied to it, and all the truth 
there is is God’s truth and belongs to Him who said 
“T am the Truth.” 


(3) To these two specifications Mr. McIntire adds 
the contention that because there are a few mission- 
aries who signed the Auburn Affirmation therefore 
it is proved that the Board has sent out missionaries 
who “do not believe that it is necessary for the pas- 
tors of missionary churches or for native preachers 
to believe in the bodily Resurrection of Christ.” The 
precise phrase the “bodily Resurrection of Christ” is 
nowhere used in the Auburn Affirmation, nor is it 
used in the General Assembly’s deliverances of 1910 
and 1923. The language in these deliverances in their 
reference to the Resurrection is the language of the 
Confession of Faith, Section IV, Article 4 (which 
needs to be read with the qualifying language of 
question 52 of the Larger Catechism), and the Au- 
burn Affirmation declares: 


“At the outset we affirm and declare our ac- 
ceptance of the Westminster Confession of 
Faith, as we did at our ordinations, ‘as contain- 
ing the system of doctrine taught in the Holy 
Scriptures.’ We sincerely hold and earnestly 
preach the doctrines of evangelical Christianity, 
in agreement with the historic testimony of 
the Presbyterian Church in the United States 
of America, of which we are loyal ministers.” 


It proceeds further to say: 


“Concerning the inspiration of the Bible, and 
the Incarnation, the Atonement, the Resurrec- 
tion, and the Continuing Life and Supernatural 
Power of our Lord Jesus Christ: We all hold 
most earnestly to these great facts and doc- 
trines; we all believe from our hearts that the 
writers of the Bible were inspired of God; that 
Jesus Christ was God manifest in the flesh; 
that God was in Christ, reconciling the world 
unto Himself, and through Him we have our 
redemption; that having died for our sins He 
rose from the dead and is our ever-living 
Saviour; that in His earthly ministry He 
wrought many mighty works, and by His vica- 
rious death and unfailing presence He is able 
to save to the uttermost.” 


i The Affirmation nowhere declares that it is not 
necessary for the pastors of missionary churches 
or for native preachers to believe in the bodily Res- 
urrection of Christ.” 


I am not here expressing any judgment of the 
Auburn Affirmation. I am only pointing out the in- 
validity of Mr. MclIntire’s reference to it as justify- 
ing his charges against the Board of Foreign Mis- 
sions. 

Perhaps it should be pointed out also that the 
Auburn Affirmation was signed in 1924 by 1,289 


13 


ministers of the Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A,, 
and that in the ten years since then not one Presby- 
tery of the Church has proceeded against any signer 
of the Affirmation. The only way in which it can be 
determined whether a signer of this Affirmation has 
violated his ordination vows would be by the orderly 
procedure required by the Constitution of the Church. 
Why have not those who hold Mr. MclIntire’s view 
dealt with the matter in the ten years that have 
passed in the way required of loyal Presbyterians by 
the Constitution of the Church? And why has the 
issue been raised by Mr. McIntire and his associates, 
hitherto, with regard to foreign missionaries and the 
Board of Foreign Missions alone, which is less re- 
lated than any other agency of the Church to the 
Auburn Affirmation? This question suggests some 
very grave reflections. It is enough, however, in this 
connection to point out with absolute distinctness 
that this third specification of Mr. McIntire’s argument 
is an untruth and a misrepresentation when it is of- 
fered as evidence that the Board of Foreign Missions 
has sent out or retained in its service missionaries 


who do not believe “the doctrinal teaching of our 
Church.” 


IV. “Members of the Board of Foreign Missions 
elected by the General Assembly.” 


The charge would seem to be that the General 
Assembly has elected to the Board of Foreign Mis- 
sions men who are indifferent to the doctrinal con- 
victions of our Church. The Overture proposes a 
form of test and qualification for Board members 
which involves the same principle which was pre- 
sented to the General Assembly at its meeting in 
Grand Rapids in 1924. The issue was referred by 
that General Assembly, of which Dr. Macartney was 
Moderator and Dr. Machen a member, to the Judi- 
cial Commission, which presented a full judgment 
closing with these words—“It is therefore the judg- 
ment of the Judicial Commission that the Overture 
in question proposes action by the General Assembly 
which would impose doctrinal tests upon ministers 
and elders which are unconstitutional and for this 
reason no action should be taken thereon by the Gen- 
eral Assembly, and it is so recommended.” This 
judgment was confirmed by the Assembly. Another 
Overture involving the same issue was referred by 
the Assembly to the Committee on Bills and Over- 
tures, of which Dr. Maitland Alexander was chair- 
man, and this Committee reported advising that no 
action be taken and the Assembly so ordered. 


Something further should be said, however, and 
said in the plainest way, with regard to Mr. Alfred 
E. Marling, Mr. James M. Speers and Mrs. John 
Finley, whom Mr. McIntire singles out and regard- 
ing Mr. Marling asks “How can we have confidence in 
the work of a Board with such men as this on it?” 


The only criticism of these two men and of Mrs. 
Finley advanced by Mr. MclIntire is their relation- 
ship to “Re-Thinking Missions” or the Modern Mis- 
sions Movement. The Board has explicitly disagreed, 
however, these friends assenting, with the doctrinal 
basis of “Re-Thinking Missions” and has thus far 
declined to cooperate with the Modern Missions 
Movement. 


With regard to Mr. Marling it should be remem- 
bered that the Rev. H. M. Griffiths appeared before 
the Standing Committee on Foreign Missions at the 
1934 General Assembly and made a protest against 
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the reappointment of Mr. Marling as a member of 
the Board. The Standing Committee heard him fully, 
considered the whole matter with the greatest care 
and unanimously recommended Mr. Marling’s re- 
election to the General Assembly. Mr. Marling is 
one of the best loved and most honored and trusted 
citizens of New York City. He is in New York what 
Mr. John H. Converse was for so many years in 
Philadelphia. He has been President of the Chamber 
of Commerce. He has been a Presbyterian elder for 
more than a generation. He became a trustee of Prince- 
ton Theological Seminary when Dr. Patton was its 
president. He is a man of the noblest character and 
the truest Christian faith. For many years he was 
chairman of the International Committee of the 
Young Men’s Christian Association in the time of 
its largest evangelical and evangelistic influence. He 
is one of the leading experts in real estate and has 
for many years given devoted service as chairman of 
the Finance Committee of the Board. The Presby- 
terian Church has reason to be grateful for the loy- 
alty and unselfish service of such a man. 


With regard to Mr. Speers, it should be enough to 
say that of his six sons two are foreign missionaries, 
two ministers in the Church at home, and the other 
two Christian laymen, one of them a Presbyterian 
elder in the same church with his father. Mr. Speers 
is a Bible Christian brought up on the Scriptures 
and the Catechism in a Scotch-Irish Presbyterian 
home near Belfast. He is one of our most evangelis- 
tic laymen and was Chairman of the Committee of 
Billy Sunday’s New York campaign. His Christian 
faith and loyalty are as solid as Gibraltar. His posi- 
tion is clearly set forth in the following personal 
letter written to Mr. Speer: 


“I purposely began my article in the ‘Mis- 
sionary Review of the World’ by intimating 
that I did not in any degree surrender the 
basis laid down as the motive and aim for 
foreign missions in our Presbyterian Church, 
and I adhere firmly to that. 


“IT have been an elder in the Presbyterian 
Church for forty-five years and you know 
something of what my record has been. I hope 
it will withstand whatever Dr. Smith and others 
who think as he does may say or think regard- 
ing me. Perhaps it is not without significance 
that two of my sons went into the Presbyterian 
ministry and that two of them became mis- 
sionaries of our Board, not to speak of the fact 
that my other two sons are Christian men, my 
oldest son being an elder in the same church 
with myself. 


“T was brought up on the Shorter Catechism, 
and there was a time when I could give the 
correct answers without missing a word to the 
one hundred and three questions which are 
presented in that marvelous compendium of re- 
ligious truth. Indeed, I think with very little 
trouble I could repeat much of what is con- 
tained in that catechism, today. My father be- 
fore me was a Presbyterian elder and back in 
my home in the North of Ireland as a child, 
a part of our Sunday afternoon experience oc- 
casionally was to have the whole family of 
nine children brought together for a time to be 
examined in the Shorter Catechism. My father 
or mother would ask the questions and the 
younger children would answer them as far as 
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they could, and then the older ones would take 
them up and go on through to the end. My 
whole religious thought and life have been per- 
meated by the teaching of that catechism. 


“Of course I believe in Jesus Christ as the 
Son of God and that in a very different sense 
in which you and I are sons of God. I believe 
in His atoning death on the cross for sinners 
and I believe that He rose again from the dead 
on the third day. My whole religious thought 
and life and Christian activity have been based 
upon these truths, but it is not necessary, is it, 
that one should be continually repeating such 
statements? There are people who revel in 
doctrinal studies and discussions. This never 
had any great appeal for me. I have always 
been much more concerned about how to live 
the teachings of Jesus and follow His example 
than to spend energy and effort in discussing 
these things. In this connection, I think one of 
the most beautiful things that was said at the 
memorial service for dear Dr. Alexander was 
that ‘He quarreled with no man’s faith but he 
held firmly to his own.’ I wish I might be found 
worthy even in some small measure to have 
that said of me.” 


Recently the Rev. Joseph M. Woods, chairman of 
the Foreign Missions Committee of the Presbytery 
of Chester, wrote to Mr. Speers with regard to his 
personal faith and Mr. Speers replied as follows: 


“In reply to your letter of July 16th, I 
thought that by action of the General Assembly 
the whole controversy regarding Re-Thinking 
Missions was to be regarded as a closed book. 
In view of that, I think it is a pity to bring it 
up again, and I have been very reluctant, there- 
fore, to have any part in doing so but in the 
interest of the cause of foreign missions and if 
it can help that in any way to your question 
put in the following language, ‘Would it be 
possible to have a personal statement of your 
belief in Jesus Christ as the world’s only divine 
Savior and Redeemer and of your conviction 
that while you may be tolerant and even sym- 
pathetic toward the good in other religions and 
their earnest search for the truth, nevertheless 
none of them can ever be sufficient either alone 
or together to afford the eternal salvation and 
abiding peace which comes through faith in the 
Cross of Calvary and the emptied tomb,’ let me 
say that to what is here expressed I can give 
my full endorsement.” 

Mrs. Finley is the wife of Dr. John H. Finley, one 
of the editors of the New York Times, and an elder 
in the First Presbyterian Church of New York City. 
She is a woman of the warmest Christian faith and 
the purest Christian character; active in her church, 
in the Young Women’s Christian Association, and 
in every good and true cause. 

The Presbyterian Church should be happy that it 
can command in its work the loyalty and devotion 
of men and women like these. 


V. “The desire for answers to evidence of Modern- 
ism in the Board.” 

The charge is that the Board of Foreign Missions 
has been unwilling or unable “to give to the laymen 
of our Church to whom our Church appeals for 
funds answers to the evidence of modernism in our 
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Board of Foreign Missions which has been brought 
forth.” 

Mr. McIntire specifies in particular (1) the failure 
of the Board to give to the laymen of the Church 
the answers made before the Standing Committee 
on Foreign Missions of the 1933 General Assembly 
to Dr. Machen’s pamphlet on “Modernism and the 
Board of Foreign Missions,” which was presented 
by Dr. Machen, though he'was not a Commissioner, 
to that Standing Committee, and (2) the unsatisfac- 
tory character of the correspondence between Mr. 
McIntire and Mr. Speer. 

The meaning of the particular reference “to the 
laymen of our Church to whom our Church appeals 
for funds” is not apparent. No other appeal is made 
to the laymen than to the ministers and women of 
the Church and there are even churches where all 
that is given is given not by the laymen but by the 
pastor and his wife. Furthermore, the Standing Com- 
mittee on Foreign Missions and the General Assem- 
bly itself are made up equally of ministers and lay- 
men, and a full and satisfying answer to Dr. Machen’s 
pamphlet was made to the laymen on the Standing 
Committee of the 1933 Assembly, and a full and sat- 
isfying answer to Mr. Griffiths’ attack was made 
to the laymen on the Standing Committee in the 
1934 Assembly. It is true that the evidence presented 
to these two Standing Committees was not scattered 
through the Church in controversy and contention 
with Dr. Machen and Mr. Griffiths. The Presbyterian 
Church is a Church of law and order. The issues at 
stake are issues to be determined in accordance with 
the Constitution and procedure of the Church. They 
were so determined by the highest judicatory of the 
Church and it would be neither Presbyterian nor 
Christian nor decent to carry on a newspaper contro- 
versy and a battle of pamphlets with individuals who 
are unwilling to accept the judgments of the very 
courts to which they appealed. To every inquiry that 
has been addressed to the Board, however, clear and 
immediate reply has been made, and there is abun- 
dant evidence that the Church at large has com- 
plete confidence in the Board and its missionaries. 
The only criticisms emanate from a small group 
whose leaders have openly stated that they can only 
be convinced of the trustworthiness of the General 
Assembly and its agencies when the present person- 
nel of the Assembly’s officers and its Foreign Mis- 
sion Board are dismissed and the conduct of the 
Church and its work is placed in the hands of those 
who are carrying on the present campaign. 


With regard to the alleged unsatisfactory character 
of Mr. Speer’s correspondence with Mr. McIntire, it 
may be observed that it seems to have been so far 
satisfactory that not one of the points answered by 
Mr. Speer is now mentioned by Mr. McIntire. The 
appropriate answer, however, is to present herewith 
Mr. Speer’s letters of May 31, June 19, July 10, 
and July 26 which are the letters specified and mis- 
represented in Mr. MclIntire’s argument and to let 
every just and open-minded man judge for himself: 


“May 31, 1934. 
“Dear Mr. McIntire: 

“On returning from the General Assembly 
this morning I find your note of May 28th with 
its enclosed copy of your letter of May 24th 
to Dr. Ellis H. Hudson of Deir-ez-Zore, Syria. 

“Your letter brings us the first intimation as 
to Dr. Hudson’s letter of May 6th to you. I 
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have not as yet seen his letter. Dr. Trull has 
been absent from the office for many weeks 
with a serious illness but Dr. Hall, who is look- 
ing after his work, tells me that he has not 
as yet received a copy of Dr. Hudson’s letter 
of May 6th to you. 


_ “Dr, Hudson’s letter was prompted by no 
intimation whatever from me, or, as far as I 


can learn, from any one connected with the 
Board. 


“T am very much obliged to you for sending 
a copy of your letter to Dr. Hudson. I judge 
from what we know of the attitude of the Col- 
lingswood Church and from the tone of your 
letter that it would not be of any help to enter 
into any argument. I should like, however, to 
correct a few statements of fact in your letter, 
which, I think, are in error: 


“1. You say that Dr. Machen’s pamphlet on 
‘Modernism’ ‘has never been answered by 156 
Fifth Avenue or by any of our officials.’ This 
is incorrect; as the statement of the General 
Council to the recent General Assembly says 
of the meeting of the Standing Committee on 


Fergen Missions of the General Assembly of 


‘Dr. Machen appeared accordingly and 
was heard at great length. He presented 
from the pamphlet which he had already 
circulated through the Church such points 
as he wished to present to the committee. 
It has been stated that the General As- 
sembly did not consider the allegations 
made in this pamphlet and that no answer 
was made to them. This statement is con- 
trary to the fact. The Assembly did con- 
sider these matters in the regular and con- 
stitutional way in which it deals with all 
such questions, namely, through its re- 
sponsible committee, just as it deals with 
judical questions through its  judi- 
cial commission. Moreover, after Dr. 
Machen had spoken, representatives of the 
Board answered every point that he had 
made one by one, with the result that the 
committee of forty-five voted to dismiss 
the Overtures and Dr. Machen’s charges, 
and to affirm full confidence in the Board 
of Foreign Missions and the foreign mis- 
sionary work of the Church as conducted 
by the General Assembly through the 
Board, with only two negative votes, cast 
by two members of the committee who 
were in constant conference with Dr. 
Machen and receiving instructions from 
him. The report of the committee was 
overwhelmingly adopted by the General 
Assembly.’ 


“Furthermore, at the General Assembly in 
Cleveland Mr. Griffiths appeared before the 
Standing Committee on Foreign Missions and 
laid before it again the same pamphlet and 
repeated some of its charges and added others. 
He was answered in full by representatives of 
the Board and the Standing Committee unani- 
mously dismissed his charges. It is quite true 
that the Board has not entered into any public 
controversy, but it has met every charge before 
the proper judicatory of the Church where 
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every charge has been heard, considered and 
dismissed, 


“2. The Board did accept Mrs. Buck's res- 
ignation with regret. Likewise with regret it 
recognized Mr. Woodbridge’s withdrawal from 
the Africa Mission. Its regret in Mrs. Buck’s 
case was because she was unable any longer 
to hold and proclaim the Christian faith as 
she had held it on her first appointment by 
the Southern Presbyterian Church as a mis- 
sionary to China and her appointment as a 
missionary of our Church when she married 
Mr. Buck. 


“3. The Board utterly repudiates, as the 
Standing Committee of the General Assembly 
did, the unwarranted interpretation placed on 
the following sentence in its reply to the Pres- 
bytery of Chester: 

‘When the time comes to appoint a new 
candidate secretary, the Board will seek 
one who will represent the sound prin- 
ciples on which it has always acted and 
will continue to act in securing candidates 
fully representative of the faith and evan- 
gelical spirit of our Church.’ 

“There is absolutely no reference whatso- 
ever in the sentence to the Auburn Affirma- 
tion, 


“4. The question of mission study textbooks 
has been dealt with very fully by the Presbytery 
of Chester, by the Board of Foreign Missions, 
and by the recent General Assembly, and they 
are all in full accord with regard to this very 
dificult question. 


“5S. ‘The Sunday School Times’ for May 5, 
1934, contains no ‘additional evidence of the 
disloyalty of our Foreign Board to the Word 
of God and the Constitution of our Church.’ 
Whatever statements are made in that edi- 
torial are either unfair or untrue. The Board 
is disloyal neither to the Word of God nor to 
the Constitution of the Church, and the Gen- 
eral Assembly has so declared in two succes- 
sive meetings. In the recent meeting when the 
resolutions of the Standing Committee were 
voted upon they were approved with one neg- 
ative vote cast by Mr. Griffiths. 


“6. The article by Dr. Albert B. Dodd in the 
May, 1934, issue of ‘Christianity Today’ was 
published as a threat to the Board of Foreign 
Missions in the effort to lead the Board to 
support Dr. Dodd against the majority of the 
members of his own Mission. Dr. Dodd has 
declined to name any missionary who is un- 
faithful and has admitted that he has ‘no writ- 
ten proof to offer.’ His chief attack is on the 
Christian Literature Society. He complains 
against four of its more than 1,200 publications. 
This Society is supported by the conservative 
Churches including the (Continuing) Presbyte- 
rian Church of Canada, and the secretary of the 
China Inland Mission is on its London Com- 
mittee. It publishes sermons of Moody and 
Spurgeon and almost all the evangelical lit- 
erature that is available in China. Its chief 
associate worker and its most prolific author is 
Dr. Watson M. Hayes, the president of the 
Seminary where Dr. Dodd teaches. If it is 
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wrong to cooperate with this Society, Dr. Dodd 
is one of the wrong-doers as he has used and 
still uses the Society for the publication of his 
Commentary on Galatians. 


“7. The statement that the Board ‘propa- 
gates unbelief’ is an untrue and un-Christian 
statement. 


“8. As to union with the United Presbyte- 
rian Church, the General Assembly approved 
the plan submitted with only twenty negative 
votes. The Plan of Union proposes a more 
clear and unequivocal doctrinal basis than we 
have in the present Constitution of our Church. 
It sets the Scriptures in the place where they 
belong. The Form of Government it proposes 
is a direct return to the fundamental character 
of the Presbyterian Church and rescues it from 
the peril in which it has stood for years under 
our present Form of Government which makes 
it possible for a minority of the ministers of 
the Church to change not our Form of Govern- 
ment only but even our Confession of Faith. 


“Tt is a tragic thing that we should have all 
this strife and controversy in our Church, 
grounded on misrepresentations and unwar- 
ranted distrusts and even on sheer untruths. 
Our only hope of escape is in returning to the 
Bible, in believing the whole of it and in re- 
membering the solemn and warning words of 
Christ — Matthew VII. 21-23; XII. 36; Luke 
VI. 46. 

“Very faithfully yours, 
ROBERT#E:ASPEER, 


“P.S. We have since received from Dr. Hud- 
son a copy of his letter to you.” 


“June 19, 1934. 
“My dear Mr. McIntire: 

“On returning from some meetings of the 
Western Synods I found your letter of June 
9 which confirms the feeling that I expressed 
in my letter of May 31 as to the unprofitable- 
ness of argument where men’s minds are made 
up and are closed on issues which they have 
already judged. 

“Tf you are really open-minded and willing 
to weigh justly and impartially these present 
issues and the work of Foreign Missions, I 
should be more than glad to go over them 
with you, one by one, at any time. Will you 
not be in New York some time this summer 
when you could come in for a full and un- 
hurried conference? 


“With best wishes, 
“Very sincerely yours, 
ROBERT E. SPEER.” 


“July 10, 1934 
“My dear Mr. McIntire: 

“Your letter of July 2 was duly received, 
and I was very glad of its assurance that you 
and the Collingswood Church had not closed 
your judgment in the matter of the issue be- 
tween the Independent Board on the one hand 
and the General Assembly and its Board of 
Foreign Missions on the other. From various 
things that we had heard, both directly and 
indirectly, from the Collingswood Church and 
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from the statement in the newspapers that the 
church had undertaken the support of two mis- 
sionaries under the Independent Board, we 
gathered that the church had already closed its 
mind. This impression was confirmed by the 
failure of my letter of May 31 to have satisfied 
you on a single point referred to in your letter 
to Dr. Hudson. In view of these facts I doubted 
the wisdom and helpfulness of any further dis- 
cussion. 


“In view of the assurance of your letter, 
however, I shall be very glad to take up any 
point whatever in Dr. Machen’s pamphlet or 
elsewhere which gives you and the Collings- 
wood Church concern and to give you as clear 
an answer as I can. I do not think, however, 
that anything would be gained by publication 
to the Church and to the world of documents 
that would only prolong controversy. Dr. 
Machen has stated clearly that it is not a mat- 
ter of any particular item of complaint but that 
the persons who are involved are untrustworthy 
and that the only possible solution is the dis- 
missal of these persons. Some years ago he 
prepared a pamphlet for publication which he 
courteously let me see in advance and to which 
I sent him a reply. That pamphlet he never 
published, but four years later without the 
courtesy of his preceding course he issued his 
pamphlet on Modernism with the same purposes 
as before but with an entirely different set of 
allegations. He has more than once made it 
plain that the allegations are a matter of sec- 
ondary consequence, that the essential thing 
is his conviction of the personal untrustworthi- 
ness of those on whom his attack is made. 


“In view of your encouragement, however, 
I am going to take at random just two of the 
charges that have been made. If what I can 
say about these is satisfactory to you and to 
the church I shall be glad to take up any others. 
If it is not, then it seems to me that further 
discussion would probably be useless. 


“First, with reference to the Christian Liter- 
ature Society in China. It is charged that the 
Board is disloyal to the Word of God and is 
propagating Modernism because of its rela- 
tionship to this Society. This Society is, I be- 
lieve, the oldest Christian Publishing Society 
in China. It grew out of the general confer- 
ence of missionaries in China held in 1877. It 
was founded as ‘The Society for the diffusion of 
Christian and general knowledge’ in 1887 and 
adopted its present name in 1906. It has been the 
great agency for the publication of evangelical 
literature in China. It is supported by the con- 
servative Christian Churches: The Church of 
Scotland, the Presbyterian Church of Canada, 
the Rhenish Missionary Society, the Wesleyan 
Missionary Society, the Reformed Church in 
America and others. Its chief base of support 
has been in Scotland, Canada and London. The 
secretary of the China Inland Mission is on its 
London Committee. Its oldest associate worker 
is the Rev. Watson M. Hayes, D.D., of 
Tenghsien, China, and he is the most prolific 
contributor to its publications. The latest re- 
port of the Society indicates no financial con- 
tribution from our Board, but it has on its staff 
of twenty-four workers two missionaries al- 


21 


lotted to it by our Missions in China, It has 
published some twelve hundred titles. It is 
through it alone that the books of such au- 
thors as Andrew Murray, James Stalker, James 
H. McConkey, Campbell Morgan, R. A. Tor- 
rey, D. L. Moody, Charles Spurgeon, H. M. 
Woods, J. R. Miller, James H. Brookes and 
others have been made available in Chinese. 
Dr. A. B. Dodd himself has used this Society 
to publish his commentary on Galatians and 
is still so using it. The most prolific author is 
Dr. Hayes, whose extraordinary books on 
Homiletics, Theology and Church History have 
all been published and are now being published 
by the Society. Dr. Dodd’s complaints are 
against five out of the twelve hundred publica- 
tions of the Society. Some of his criticisms of 
these five are abundantly justified, and others 
of them I think you would agree are captious 
and unjustified. One cannot but regret that 
those objectionable publications were issued. 
But the fact that they were does not constitute 
evidence that the Board of Foreign Missions, 
which knew nothing of them and knows noth- 
ing of them now except through these transla- 
tions of Dr. Dodd, is guilty of ‘infidelity to the 
Word of God and of propagating Modernism.’ 
Its association with this Society is no closer 
than that of Dr. Dodd and Dr. Hayes. Both 
they and the Board deprecate the publication of 
unsound books and should do their utmost to 
prevent it, but that is the most that the evi- 
dence presented can support. 


“The second matter is the charge made by 
Dr. Machen on the sole basis of a communica- 
tion from Arie Kok, the Chancellor or Chief 
Clerk of the Netherlands Legation in Peiping, 
that the Board is responsible for unsatisfactory 
publications and teachings of the theological 
school (at Yenching) and that its missionaries 
are engaged in communistic propaganda. Mr. 
Kok’s paper is full of misinformation and mis- 
representations. With regard to the one essen- 
tial matter, namely, that because of the Board’s 
cooperation in Yenching University it is re- 
sponsible for the theological school, it is enough 
to say that this school is not registered in 
China as part of the University, that our Board 
has no professor or student in the school and 
is making no contribution to its support, that 
the publications cited by Mr. Kok were not 
publications of the University, that one of the 
two men named by him as missionaries of our 
Board propagating Bolshevism and Commun- 
ism is not a missionary of ours, and I have 
before me now a letter from the other, Mr. 
Ritter,* in which he writes with regard to Dr. 


*From—‘The Presbyterian’’—May 17, 1923. 
A CORRECTION 

In THE PRESBYTERIAN of last week (May 10), a Brook- 
lyn correspondent made an error which this paper desires 
promptly to correct. It appeared under the title, “Modernism 
for the Foreign Field.”” Our correspondent was reporting the 
examination by Presbytery of Brooklyn-Nassau of candidates 
for ordination. He quoted the answers of one candidate as 
denying such fundamentals as the virgin birth, bodily resur- 
rection of Christ and plenary inspiration of the Scriptures. He 
called this candidate Mr. Ritter. This was a mistake. The 
candidate in question’ was not Mr. Ritter... . Mr. Ritter, when 
examined for licensure, was so clear and outspoken in his ac- 
ceptance of the essentials of the faith of the Church, that Pres- 
bytery voted to allow his examination for licensure to be _ac- 
cepted in lieu of his examination for ordination, He therefore 
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Machen’s pamphlet: ‘Of course it is quite un- 
necessary to reply to Dr. Machen’s allegations 
in his pamphlet. He has no proofs of any kind 
for his statements. I am amazed that a man of 
his standing can deal so uncritically with a 
matter that comes to his hand. I am as loyal 
and earnest a follower of Jesus as I know how 
to be and am totally out of sympathy with the 
methods, policy and philosophy of Communism. 
You are quite at liberty to quote me in this 
direct and unqualified way to any person who 
not knowing me may have read that pamphlet 
and become worried. Anyone here reading the 
statement that I had given up preaching Chris- 
tianity and taken to preaching Communism in- 
stead (Machen p. 109), would laugh out loud.’ 


“Do you think that it was right and Chris- 
tian for Dr. Machen to spread abroad over all 
the Church the charges regarding Mr. Ritter 
made in the statement of Mr. Kok? Was it 
right and Christian for Arie Kok to make these 
statements without ever going to Mr. Ritter to 
learn the truth? 


“If you and your Session wish any further 
information regarding these or any other points 
relating to our foreign missionary work, I shall 
be glad to come and meet with you. 


“Very faithfully yours, 
ROBERT E. SPEER. 


“P.S.—I note your reference to ‘evidence 
presented at the secret sessions of the Foreign 
Missions Committee of the General Assembly.’ 
Secretaries of the Boards are not present at 
secret sessions of the Standing Committees. 
These Committees hear whom they wish to 
hear and then have their executive sessions 
alone. Dr. Machen’s statements at Columbus 
and Mr. Griffiths’ at Cleveland and the Board’s 
answers were not made in secret sessions but 
at sessions of the Committee to which the chair- 
men had publicly invited any members of the 
Assembly who had matters to present to the 
Committee to be present.” 


“July 26, 1934. 
“My dear Mr. McIntire: 


“IT am very glad if the answers in my letter 
of July 10th have been satisfactory to you and 
to the church on the two points which were 
there dealt with. With this encouragement I 
am very glad to reply succinctly to the matters 
referred to in your letter of June 9th. 


“1. The Board did not believe that it was 
necessary or profitable to engage in contro- 
versy with Dr. Machen by the publication of a 
pamphlet in reply to the extended document 
which he had issued. Any such reply would 
have been useless in convincing Dr. Machen, 
who has more than once declared that it does 
not matter what the Board may do or say, it 


was approved and recommended to the Board of Foreign 
MisSioniss yirs's3ie’s iis. erp cle lore Bisheis ars etete Rie Our correspondent, as 
well as others from Brooklyn-Nassau Presbytery state that 
Mr. Ritter’s excellence is most marked. He was unhesitatingly 
recommended to the foreign field. We regret this error through 
confusion in names. Mr. Ritter is regarded by his brethren as 
a most worthy young man, with a fine future before him, and 
THE PRESBYTERIAN desires to give the fullest and promptest 
correction to the error of last week. 
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is in his judgment wholly untrustworthy and 
should be replaced. Some years ago he wrote 
a pamphlet maintaining that evangelical Chris- 
tians could no longer support the Board of 
Foreign Missions. He sent me this pamphlet 
in manuscript and I answered it fully. He aban- 
doned the pamphlet but did not change his 
position a particle, and has since publicly de- 
clared, as I have said, that nothing the Board 
can say or do would change his position. No 
reply, accordingly, was called for as regards 
Dr. Machen. As to the Church, full reply was 
made to the one court of the Church having 
jurisdiction, and that court overwhelmingly re- 
corded its judgment. You are in error in think- 
ing that there was anything secret about the 
consideration of the matter. Dr. Machen was 
present throughout and heard all that was said. 
The Church at large does not desire any pro- 
longation of this controversy. Synods and 
Presbyteries alike have expressed themselves, 
and I shall be glad to send you a copy of their 
actions if you desire to see them. The vows 
under which we all stand are vows of peace and 
unity and not of strife and division, and I 
think that the Board has pursued in this matter 
the true Christian course. As I have said be- 
fore, if you and the session of the Collingswood 
Church have any questions which you wish 
answered or any difficulty that you would like 
to have cleared, I hope you will write freely 
regarding it. 

“2, The case of Mrs. Buck has been dealt 
with by the Standing Committees of two Gen- 
eral Assemblies. The action of the Board in 
her case was as considerate and Christian an 
action as it could take. It expressed regret at 
her resignation, not because it wanted her to 
remain in missionary work with her views, but 
because she was unable to change those views 
so as to continue as a missionary of the Board. 
It did not regard the occasion as one calling for 
denunciation. It sought to act in such a way as 
to win Mrs. Buck back to our evangelical faith 
rather than to repel her further from it, as she 
had been already repelled by the tactics of 
some who have not acted in accordance with 
St. Paul’s admonition in Romans XIV. 1. As to 
the Board’s witness to the Christian faith, it 
has borne far more criticism and obloquy than 
any other agency I know for its evangelical 
fidelity and its loyalty to the historic faith of 
the Church. 


“3. The Board’s Candidate Secretaries have 
always been men of unquestionable evangelical 
conviction. Mr. Hadley, when he was Secretary, 
affirmed and reaffirmed his loyalty to his con- 
stitutional vows, and his evangelical witness 
was clear and unflinching. I do not quite under- 
stand your position with regard to the Auburn 
Affirmation or why this matter should be 
brought forward so constantly in connection 
with the one Board of the Church which, 
whether in its membership or its official staff, 
has had least relationship to this affirmation. 
If it is your position that every signer of this 
affirmation is disqualified for the ministry or 
from membership in any court or agency of the 
Church, this issue can only be decided consti- 
tutionally in the courts of the Church. The 
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Philadelphia and Chester Presbyteries both 
have members who are related to Church Boards 
and who were signers of this affirmation. Is it 
competent for the Presbytery of Chester to 
raise the issue with regard to the problematical 
appointment of a future officer of the Foreign 
Board, when it does not raise the question which 
is wholly within its jurisdiction as to one of its 
own members who signed the affirmation and 
now belongs to another Board? 


“4. The action taken by the Standing Com- 
mittee on Foreign Missions of the General 
Assembly with regard to mission study text- 
books was taken unanimously. The original 
resolution on the subject was presented to the 
committee by Mr. Leukel of the Presbytery of 
Chester, and was supported by the representa- 
tives of the Board of Foreign Missions. The 
matter is referred by the Assembly to the Gen- 
eral Council, and our Board will see to it that 
the representatives of the Presbytery of Ches- 
ter are consulted as fully as the Secretaries of 
our own Board. The book of which you speak, 
‘The Way of Discovery,’ is not one of the mis- 
sion study textbooks. It is one of three pam- 
phlets which were never before our Board or its 
executive staff, but which were used by the 
women’s committees of our Board and the 
Board of National Missions, and which should 
have borne the imprint of the Southern Meth- 
odist Board which issued them and not the 
imprint of our Boards of National and Foreign 
Missions. Personally, I disapproved the use of 
these pamphlets and, when I heard that the 
women were planning to use them, advised 
against it. There are good things in these pam- 
phlets, but there are also statements which we 
could not endorse. 


“5. With regard to the article in ‘The Sunday 
School Times’ of May 5th, there are many 
things to say but these few will suffice: 


“(a) The ‘Times’ cites as ‘illustrations of de- 
fection in the Presbyterian Church’ two in- 
stances on the testimony of Mr. Woodbridge. 
One of these was the failure of a member of 
our Board who was visiting Africa to preach 
the gospel of Christ to a large native congre- 
gation. Mr. Woodbridge was not in Africa at 
the time and his testimony in this matter is 
untrustworthy and untrue. Dr. W. C. Johnston, 
the senior member and Secretary of the Africa 
Mission, translated this address and he writes 
as follows of this statement in ‘The Sunday 
School Times’: 


‘I have just seen his (Mr. Wood- 
bridge’s) address in Philadelphia published 
in “The Sunday School Times” of May 
5th in which he speaks of a member of 
the Board addressing a congregation of 
3,500 African natives on the “Power of a 
Personality.” This, with some things that 
are said in his address in Chicago before 
the Moody Bible School, seems to be al- 
together unfair and using a half-truth to 
injure our Board and indirectly the work 
of our Mission. Charley in speaking to our 
Presbytery told them that he was going 
home to raise money for Missions and 


29 


there was not a doubt in the mind of any 
of the native brethren but that the money 
he would be raising would be to help this 
Mission, 


‘I think I will have to write to “The 
Sunday School Times” and express my 
regret at their using war-propaganda 
methods in raising missionary funds. I 
may even go beyond this and write some- 
thing for the “Presbyterian Banner” giv- 
ing my opinion of their methods of work.* 
Charley speaks of Dr. Russell’s address 
in Bafia as though he had heard the ad- 
dress. Since I translated the sermon into 
Bulu from which three other men trans- 
lated into three other native dialects, I 
am in a much better position to judge of 
that sermon than he is from what he has 
picked up from someone’s criticism. It 
was only when I saw the article in “The 
Sunday School Times” that it ever oc- 
curred to me that I had been translating 
something that was not orthodox or that 
in that sermon we had not given to those 
“half-naked natives” the gospel.’ 


_“(b) The second instance of alleged defec- 
tion refers to a missionary conference in Hart- 
ford in which modernism was the predominant 
note and in which Mr. Woodbridge says an 
Indian Christian said he had been officially 
rebuked for saying ‘When you come to India 
bring us a Savior who can save us from sin, 
not just a teacher to be followed.’ I was pres- 
ent for part of this conference and the pre- 
dominant note was not modernism, and the 
evangelical conviction of our Church was un- 
qualifiedly represented and declared, and no 
representative of our Church gave this Indian 
Christian, who I believe was one of our Board’s 
representatives, any rebuke whatsoever. To 
present this dubious instance as an ‘illustra- 
tion of defection in the Presbyterian Church’ is 
an unqualified untruth. 


“(c) It is a minor matter that this editorial 
says that Mr. Woodbridge ‘spent nearly two 
years in Africa.’ He was in Africa a few days 
over fourteen months. This is a trifling un- 


*From—The Presbyterian Banner—August 30, 1934 
Editor of the Banner: 

No doubt you have seen the article in ‘The Sunday School 
Times” of May 5, “A New Mission Board for the Old Faith.” 
The first paragraph of this article refers to a sermon preached 
in Bafia in the fall of 1928 by a member of our Foreign Mission 
Board on “‘The Power of Personality.’’ I translated the sermon 
into one native language from which it was translated by three 
native men into the dialects of the people present. It did not 
occur to me that we were not preaching Christ as the Savior of 
the world that morning. When I saw this statement in ‘‘The 
Sunday School Times,” I went to Bafia and spoke to the two 
native preachers who were present and heard the sermon. 
One of these men is a fine Bible student and the other a rather 
dramatic preacher. JI found that they both remembered the 
sermon and while I did not tell them why I was inquiring, I 
found that it had mot occurred to either of these men that they 
had not listened to a gospel sermon where Christ was presented 
as Savior. When that sermon was preached in Bafia, mission 
work had already been begun in that region more than eight 
years ago, and it is very probable that there was no one in that 
large audience that had not heard the gospel before. The article 
rather dramatically says, “‘Oh, that someone had risen and said: 
‘I am not ashamed of the gospel of Christ; for it is the power 
of God unto salvation unto everyone that believeth.’ ” I am sure 
if such a person had risen in the audience, both the Board 
member and at least one of the interpreters would have re- 
sponded, “Amen.” ...s.ccsecee 

(Signed) REV. WILLIAM C. JOHNSTON. 
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truth but it is characteristic of the mood of 
misrepresentation which has become altogether 
too common. 

“(d) There is no communication in which 
the Board of Foreign Missions has commended 
Mr. Eddy. The reference to him which Dr. 
Machen has used was in a letter written by 
Dr. Scott to Dr. Littell when the latter was a 
member of the Foreign Missions Committee of 
the Presbytery of Philadelphia with reference 
to a pamphlet issued by Dr. Monsma who was 
then in association with Dr. Machen. The 
Board of Foreign Missions did not know of or 
see Dr. Scott’s letter. I believe it was sub- 
sequently seen by Dr. Herrick, who was a 
member of the Board, as Dr. Littell was. Dr. 
Scott’s reference to Mr. Eddy was based on 
the reports which had come from China of the 
last Evangelistic Campaign which Mr. Eddy 
had conducted there and which had surprised 
many of the missionaries by Mr. Eddy’s ap- 
parent return, in his addresses in this campaign, 
to evangelical and evangelistic Christianity. 

“(e) The Board of Foreign Missions under 
which Mr. Woodbridge accepted appointment 
without one word of demur is the same Board 
which he now denounces as unfaithful. If it is 
wicked to be associated with it now, why was 
it right for Mr. Woodbridge to associate him- 
self with it after the instances of defection 
which are alleged and one of which he declares 
he witnessed two years before he went to 
Africa? 


“6. I have: already dealt with the matter of 
the Christian Literature Society to which, 
whether it be regarded as a society or as a pub- 
lishing house, Dr. Dodd is a contributor as an 
author. 


“7, As to the statement that the Board 
propagates unbelief, and my assertion that such 
a statement is untrue and un-Christian, I would 
say that I do not know and would defy any 
one to produce a document in which our Board 
is propagating unbelief. The nearest that Dr. 
Machen can come to it is to quote a letter of 
Mr. Hadley and Mrs. Corbett suggesting that 
candidates might read three specified books by 
Oldham, Fosdick and Fleming, no one of which 
is an advocacy of unbelief. Furthermore, the 
communication of Mr. Hadley and Mrs. Cor- 
bett was not an action of the Board. If, on the 
other hand, it is persons who are propagating 
unbelief, our Constitution specifies clearly the 
way in which they should be dealt with, and 
the law of the Church forbids promiscuous and 
slanderous accusations against individuals or 
groups, and requires just and honorable pro- 
cedure under the law of the Church. We have 
been unable to find anyone who could supply 
charges and specifications regarding one of our 
missionaries. Dr. Dodd has declined to do so 
and Dr. Robert Dick Wilson, Dr. J. Wilbur 
Chapman and Dr. J. Ford Ottman, who re- 
ported that they had found modernism on the 
foreign field, explicitly declared, in conferences 
held with them by the Board, that they were 
not referring to our Presbyterian missionaries 
and did not know one of our missionaries who 
could justly be charged with unfaithfulness. 
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“T think I have covered now the inquiries of 
your letter of June 9th. If there are further 
questions which you and your session desire to 
have discussed let us take them up in personal 
conference when you and representatives of the 
session can be here in New York or when Dr. 
McAfee or Dr. Schell or I could meet with 
you some time when we are in Philadelphia. 


“Very faithfully yours, 
ROBERT E. SPEER.” 


CONCLUSION 


We have answered specifically now each point 
raised in the Overture and in the argument offered to 
sustain it. It is to be said in conclusion, however, 
that it has been made clear that no answer to specific 
criticisms is of any avail in convincing those who are 
putting these criticisms forward. Again and again crit- 
icisms have been answered with no other result than 
that the original charges are renewed with new mis- 
representations. It is to be feared, as indeed they 
themselves have clearly stated, that the minds of the 
brethren who bring these charges are made up and 
closed. In their judgment the Board is wrong and 
whatever it says fails to convince them_ that 
it is they who are wrong. Meanwhile, the Board 
is the authorized agency of the Church, and the com- 
plaint of these brethren is really against the Church 
itself, and one wonders that they do not feel that the 
thing to do is to seek in truly Christian and persua- 
sive ways to correct what may be wrong in the 
Church, rather than to persist in unjustified attacks 
on the one agency of the Church which it is recog- 
nized is unsurpassed in its loyalty and faithfulness. 
It is difficult to escape the conviction that this par- 
ticular agency is selected for attack, all others being 
left on one side, because of personal and historical 
reasons. 


It is believed, however, that the Presbytery of West 
lersey is a body of fair and just and open-minded 
men and that it will not be willing to be placed in 
the position of making representations to the Gen- 
eral Assembly which are unjust and untrue and 
which are supported only by allegations which are 
unwarranted and false. The foreign missionary work 
like all the work of the Church is far from perfect. 
Unwise things are said and done but they are not all 
of one kind and the faults are not those charged 
in this Overture and argument. 

It should be added that this memorandum is Mr. 
Speer’s personal statement. It has not been presented 
to or considered by the Board of Foreign Missions. 
It is simply a review of the five articles of the Over- 
ture and of the arguments offered in its support. 

It should be added, also, that the time has come 
when Presbyteries should deal firmly with these per- 
sistent misrepresentations and should let it be clearly 
known that the Church will not longer endure this 
campaign of defamation and calumny, in violation of 
the law both of the Church and of the State, against 
our foreign missionaries and their work. 


February 8, 1935. 


Copies of this pamphlet can be obtained from 
THE BOARD OF FOREIGN MISSIONS 
OF THE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH IN THE U. S. A. 
156 Fifth Avenue, New York 
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A STATEMENT 


of The Board of Foreign Missions 

of the Presbyterian Church in the 

U.S.A. regarding Current Criticisms 
of Its Work 


of the Foreign Missions Committees of the 

Philadelphia and neighboring Presbyteries have 
requested the Board of Foreign Missions to provide 
full answers to the criticisms which have been made of 
the Board and of the foreign missionaries and foreign 
missionary work of the Presbyterian Church. Thus far 
the Board has refrained from issuing statements in an- 
swer to these criticisms, except in its statement ‘““Regard- 
ing the Evangelical Loyalty of the Board,’ of January 
15, 1934, and in its “Reply to A Friendly Statement 
from the Presbytery of Chester,” of February 19, 1934. 
This silence on the part of the Board has not been due 
to any inability to answer fully all these criticisms to 
the satisfaction of all reasonable and open-minded men 
and women. It has been due to two things: 


Ak HE Presbytery of West Jersey and the chairmen 


1. To the respect of the Board for the Constitution 
and law of the Church. The Board is an agency of the 
General Assembly and directly accountable to it. Prac- 
tically all of these criticisms were presented to the Gen- 
eral Assemblies of 1933 and 1934, and were authorita- 


tively passed on by those Assemblies. The General 
Assembly is the supreme court of the Church. Causes 
in the Presbyterian Church are tried not in pamphlets or 
newspapers or mass meetings, but in its established 
authoritative courts. When once decided there, the 
decision is to be accepted. For the Board as an agency of 
the General Assembly to reopen the matter in public 
debate would be to call in question the authority of the 
Constitution and the law of the Church as embodied 
in the Basis of Union of 1758 as follows: 


“When any matter is determined by a major 
vote, every member shall either actively concur 
with, or passively submit to, such determination; 
or, if his conscience permit him to do neither, he 
shall, after sufficient liberty to reason and remon- 
strate, peaceably withdraw from our communion, 
without attempting to make any schism; provided 
always, that this shall be understood to extend only 
to such determinations as the body shall judge in- 
dispensable in doctrine, or Presbyterian govern- 
ment.” 


2. The second reason for silence is due to the unwill- 
ingness of the Board to take any part in strife and 
contention in the Church, and to its conviction that 
such strife and contention are forbidden by the New 
Testament and by the Spirit of Christ. ‘The absence of 
order, subordination and peace in any body,” says Dr. 
Charles Hodge in his ‘Church Polity,” page 265, “is 
an evidence of the absence of the Spirit of God.” 


The Board has, however, in every court of the 
Church where criticism has been made and where the 
Board has been invited, or has been allowed, to be heard, 
made full answer to every criticism, whether in Pres- 
bytery, Synod or General Assembly, and it has fur- 
nished, in no spirit of strife or contention, full infor- 
mation in reply to every inquiry from individual mem- 
bers of the Church. 
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The action of the West Jersey Presbytery now offi- 
cially requests the Board to make its replies available 
to the lay membership of the churches of that Presbytery, 
and the chairmen of the Foreign Missions Committees 
of adjacent Presbyteries have made the same request. 
The Board has made available, accordingly, for all who 
desire full information, the following documents, which 
will be supplied to any one requesting them. The 
request may be addressed to any office or officer of the 
Board and the documents may be requested by number. 


1. A Statement regarding the Evangelical Loyalty 
of the Board. This was issued in 1934 and was 
widely circulated at that time. It deals with 
many of the charges still being circulated 
throughout sections of the Church. 


2. The Reply of the Board to a Friendly Inquiry 
from the Presbytery of Chester, 1934, covering 
many of the current charges. 


3. The Brief submitted to the Standing Committee 
on Foreign Missions at the General Assembly 
of 1933. This Brief deals in detail with the 
charges against the Board contained in the 
pamphlet by Dr. J. Gresham Machen, “Mod- 
ernism and the Board of Foreign Missions.” 


4. A Memorandum regarding the argument of 
Rev. Carl McIntire presented to the Presby- 
tery of West Jersey, January 15, 1935, dealing 
in detail with the charges there made. 


5. “The Board of Foreign Missions and its 
‘Literature.’ An analysis of the types of publi- 
cations with which the Board is associated and 
replies to typical instances of criticism. 


6. The Action of the Board of November 21, 
1932, regarding ‘‘Re-Thinking Missions.” 


7. ‘“Re-Thinking Missions Examined,” an analysis 
of this much discussed Report originally pub- 
lished in, the “Missionary Review of the 
World,” but distributed by the Board in large 
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numbers as expressing its own judgment. This 
will have to be reprinted if there is any con- 
siderable demand for it. 


These documents deal with all the criticisms which 
have been made. If there are any further questions, the 
Board welcomes inquiry regarding them and will make 
full answers thereto. 


This brief statement gives opportunity to the Board 
to make the following declaration: 


1. The Board has not published or given its endorse- 
ment to any statements at variance with the faith and 
government of the Church. Not one of the statements 
which has been criticised at this point is an official 
utterance of the Board. Documents Nos. 3 and 5 deal 
with this matter. The Board regrets that anything which 
is open to adverse judgment has ever seemed to bear 
its sanction. 


2. The Board has not received any responsible state- 
ment regarding any of its missionaries proving their 
unfaithfulness to their ordination vows. Two mission- 
aries have been named in the document presented by the 
Rev. Carl McIntire to the Presbytery of West Jersey: 
One of these was a Jayman and the other an ordained 
minister, and the charges were made in a manner for- 
bidden by the law of the Church, but they have never- 
theless been referred by the Board to the courts of the 
Church to which these men are responsible, in accord- 
ance with the Constitution and law of the Church which 
denies the jurisdiction of Boards over doctrinal views 
of ministers and elders, and requires Boards to refer 
all such matters to the appropriate judicatories of the 
Church. These are dealt with in document No. 4. There 
have been other cases where critics have refused to 
make good their criticisms or where, when names were 
given and investigation had been made, the critics 
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withdrew their charges. No doubt there are mission- 
aries of varying views on the foreign field, as at home, 
but the Board knows of none who have exceeded the 
bounds prescribed in the Constitution of the Church. 
If any one knows of such, the legal course is clear as 
set forth in Charles Hodge’s “Constitutional History of 
the Presbyterian Church,” edition 1851, Volume II, 
page 125, referring to the reestablishment of the unity 
of the Church after the division of 1741: “if any 
member of their body supposes that he hath anything 
to object against any of his brethren, with respect to 
error in doctrine, immorality in life, or negligence in 
his ministry, he shall on no account propagate the 
scandal, until the person objected against is dealt with 
according to the rules of the gospel, and the known 
methods of their discipline.” 


3. The Board is as aware as any one can be of the 
difficulties of the foreign missionary task, of presenting 
the gospel in purity and power to the non-Christian 
world, of founding true and living churches, of keeping 
all the instrumentalities of the foreign missions enter- 
prise fully subject to the direct evangelistic aim, of 
avoiding all entanglements of any sort that would com- 
promise the gospel or the integrity and faithfulness of 
the Christian witness, of making Christ known and 
loved and worshipped and served by word and deed. 
It has sought to deal with these and all the problems of 
this great work in full fidelity to the trust committed to 
it by the Church and by the Head of the Church, and 
is assured that Christ’s blessing has been on the work 
and that it has met the approving test of him who said, 
“By their fruits ye shall know them.” Let the results of 
the work in every one of the twenty-five Missions of 
our Church bear witness. 


4. The members and officers of the Board are more 
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aware than any one else can be of their own insuffi- 
ciency. No man can be sufficient for such a task, but 
they know that their sufficiency is of God. (II Corin- 
thians III: 5, 6.) They make every earnest effort to 
avoid failure and mistakes. When these occur, as seems 
inevitable in spite of great care, they are eager to admit 
and correct them immediately. Guidance to this end 
is always welcomed. It must be said in all earnestness 
that the members and officers of the Board hold fast 
to the glorious faith of our Church. They have ex- 
pressed this faith in their reply to the Friendly State- 
ment of the Presbytery of Chester (document No. 2) 
as follows: 


“The members of the Board declare their un- 
faltering confidence in the following as the true 
basis of Christian missions: 


“Our belief in the great acts of God for the 
redemption of mankind and, in particular, in the 
historic fact of the universal meaning of God’s 
love and grace in sending his only begotten Son 
to be our Saviour, and in his incarnation, his life 
and teaching, his death on the cross for the 
redemption of the world, and his resurrection as 
the beginning of a new God-given life for re- 
deemed humanity; 


“Our conviction that the uniqueness, univer- 
sality and absolute significance of Christ and his 
gospel must be unswervingly maintained by our 
churches and in our missionary endeavor against 
all movements or adjustments which would com- 
promise or imperil the belief in the absolute deity 
of our Lord Jesus Christ, and the unique indis- 
pensableness of his gospel, and, further, that 
nowhere save in this truth of Christ and about 
Christ is there any hope for the love, righteous- 
ness and power of redeemed human lives and for 
a recreated and purified society; 


“Our joy in all the movements of change, of 
turning and overturning, in the attitudes and con- 
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ceptions of men’s minds, in missionary methods 
and processes, in political and economic conditions, 
in the Church and in the world, which serve to lead 
men to Christ as the only Lord and Saviour, and 
to bring Christ to his rightful place as the only 
Lord and Master of mankind; 


“Our abiding faith in the Word of God, in the 
Church as the enduring agency of the gospel, and 
our reliance on the Holy Spirit as the sole source 
of the Church’s power; and 


“Our deep sense of the need of prayer and our 
hope that all to whom God has entrusted any part 
in the missionary enterprise may always realize 
that prayer is the most important prerequisite and 
attendant in all missionary activity; that prayer 
should be the atmosphere and the spirit of our 
mission board offices, and that in missionary cul- 
tivation throughout the churches primary emphasis 
should be laid upon the development and strength- 
ening of prayer groups and of individual inter- 
cession. 


“It is indispensable that our beloved Church 
should be permeated through and through with 
the spirit of confidence and trust, and in order 
that we may do the work of our common Lord with 
unity and joy we seek and pray for a Church 
united in faith and truth and love.” 


The Board believes that the above declaration and its 
other acts are entitled to the trust of the Church. It is 
eager only to have its stewardship fully known and 
honestly and fairly judged. 


5. The Board and its missionaries do not resent 
honest and fair criticism. They welcome it. But they 
deplore prejudice and misrepresentation and they ask 
the Church to refuse to countenance any campaign of 
calumny and defamation, and to be willing to hear the 
truth regarding the criticisms which are being propa- 
gated throughout the Church as this truth is set forth 
in the documents now made available. 
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The Board is willing to bear whatever burdens may 
come upon it in the faithful fulfilment of its trust to 
the General Assembly and to the Church. It makes 
solemn protest, however, against all efforts, by whom- 
soever they are made, to break down the confidence 
of the Church in its own sons and daughters who have 
gone forth at great sacrifice and in deep loyalty and 
in the devotion of their lives to Christ’s service in 
the foreign field. The Board emphasizes anew the truths 
so well expressed by Charles Hodge as set forth in his 
great volume on “Church Polity”: 


“Union with Christ by the indwelling of his 
Spirit is always manifested by the fruits of right- 
eousness ; by love, joy, peace, long-suffering, gen- 
tleness, goodness, faith, meekness, temperance. 
Where these fruits of the Spirit are, there, and 
not elsewhere, is the Spirit.” (p. 40) 


“All want of Christian love and especially a 
sectarian, unchurching spirit, are opposed to the 
unity of the Church, and either mar or destroy 
it according to their nature.” (p. 44) 


“There is such a thing as a faithful adherence 
to the truth, without anathematizing all who 
differ from us.” (p. 224). 
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SECRETARIES February 9, 1935 


Rev. Stewart M. Robinson, D. D. 
The Presbyterian 

1217 Market Street 
Philadelphia, Pa. 


Dear Dr. Robinson: 


Thank you for your letter of February 4th enclosing a quotation 
from a letter you received from Dr. T. Roland Philips of Baltimore. 


At a pastors! conference I was conducting in that Presbytery on 
January 28th, Dr. Philips reported that a medical missionary of the 
Board who resigned some months ago, had made all sorts of extra- 
ordinary statements to him as to the reasons for his withdrawal. 
These statements were so totally at variance with the facts that I 
had a long conference with Dr. Philips about them and asked Dr. 
Courtenay H. Fenn to write him, giving him the facts about the mission— 
ary concerned. Later in the conference, one or two pastors referred 
to an article or two that you have recently printed in the PRESBYTERIAN, 
one of them being the quotation from the anonymous letter from Mr. 
Bowman of which you are informed. In replying to this presentation 
from the floor I referred in the kindest terms, I thought, to your 
appearance before the Board and closed my statement by saying that 
the Board had made it very clear to you that the three statements in 
Dr. Bowman's letter were not true to fact, that I understood that you 
had been so convinced as a result of your meeting with the Board but that 
I had not seen any retraction of those statements in the columns of the 
PRESBYTERIAN. I wonder whether you have seen Mr. Bowman's letter to 
Dr. McAfee in which he states point blank that he has no evidence what- 
‘ever for the statements he made in his letter to you. It may be that 
I have not seen all of the correspondence from Mr. Bowman but all that 
I have seen makes it very clear that he was indulging in reckless charges 
which he admits were without foundation. 

a 
Drop into the office when you are in the city and I shall be glad to 
see you. \ 


Thanks for giving the Foreign Board so much space in the last number 
of the PRESBYTERIAN. 


Very sincerely yours, 


Wie 


WPS: AL 


February 4, 1935.6 


The Rev, Dr. WmeP. Schell, 

156 Fifth Avenue, 

New York Caity, 

Dear Dr... Schell; | | 

I enclose a copy of a pabt of a letter 
recieved from Philips of Baltimore, 

I was not convinced at the meeting that 
enything printed in the paper was incor-ect. More 
than two months of correspondence between India and 
1156 evidently leaves Dr. Speer foeling that nothing | 
further is to be said. Please ask Dr. Speer to show 
you the copy of his lctter to ne of January B1st,1935. 

#ith warm regards, ten. 


Vergy sincerely ycurs, 


Pe Se I'll take you on for luneh any day we can arrange it. 


T, ROLAND PHILIPS, MINISTER 


a Ks OFFICE, 3215 BELVEDERE AVENUE 
188 MARGARET E. FOAaRD 
MINISTER'S AssisTANT ee ee 


MRs8, GRACE H. WHITE, visiToR 


Arlington Breabytebar Church “i, 


BELVEDERE AND DENMORE AVENUES 


Baltimore 


January 31,1935. 


Mr. Stewart Robinson ( Oy | SAA 


1217 Market Street 
Philadelphia, Pa. 
My dear Dr. Robinson: | te ed ee cents 


~ 


Dee nent pee TE 
en 


The cther day in a Foreign Mission Conference, 
presided cvef by Dr. Schell of the Board cf Foreign Missions and 
attended by a number cf the ministers cf our Presbytery, ycur 

name was mentioned by Dr. Schell relative to an incident that 

was suppesed tc have happened at a meeting of the Beard some time 
ago. We very frankly discussed the conditicn of the Board and 

the Church. Some of the men.tcck the position that everything 

was alright. I take the pesiticn.and I tcok it at the Conference, 
that everything is not alright,and I mentioned at least one 
specific incident abcut which I knew, which te me preved that 
things were not alright. Dr. Schell has offered tc explain this 
incident. I am awaiting his explanaticn and reserve judgment in 
the meantime. But in his talk tec the brethren he asserted that 

you had printed something in the Presbyterian which the Board ask- 
ed you to retract. His statement was to the effect that you met 
the Beard in New York and that you were convinced that ycur state- 
ment in the Presbyterian was not correct, but that when they asked 
yeu te correct that statement in the magazine ycu said,"you would | 
think about it". And he added, sc far, that retracticn has not ~ 
been made. eo 


a 


I cannct believe that these are the facts. Since 
you became the editor of the Presbyterian it has been tremendcus- 
ly impreved,in my judgment. I like your.attitude and i am in 
hearty accord with ycur spirit, and I cannot believe that you 
would deliberately refuse to correct a statewent which ycu had in- 
correctly printed. 


If you are able to do so, I would much appreciate 
any light which you can give upon the matter. Statewents such as 
this which was made by Dr. Schell to absclve the Board were ccm- 
pletely convincing tc mest of the brethren present. His verbal 
answer to the matter which I brought up was not at all convincing 
to me. I trust he will be able to wake a more satisfactory reply 
in writing. ae 


» oi 


I could wish that the Beard itself would see its way 
clear te ask the Assembly to appoint the 1936 inccming members 
from entirely new stcck, and’ some, if not all of them, tc be 
made up of men like ycurself, who stand in a Christian spirit 
fer"the faith that was once and fer all delivered to the saints.” 
I think if we could be assured of the willingness cf the Board 
to do this,much cf our present misunderstanding ccencerning their 
actions weuld be dissipated. } 


Because of the nature of this letter you will of ccurse 
net publish it in ycur magazine. And if you are net free to make 
an explanaticn to me,I shall consider it alright, but I would 
like fcr my own peace cf mind tc know whether this charge is 
Correct wer ino’. 


TRP/F Cordially yours, 


4 Retannk Half 


THE BOARD OF FOREIGN MISSIONS _ Lt awe 
OF THE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH IN THE U. S. A. 


156 FIFTH AVENUE 


NEW YORK April 4, 1935 
Rev, Stewart Ms Robinson, D.D. 4 ae 
_ 25 Kempshal Place . ne 
_ Elizabeth, New Jersey. | | 
My dear Stewart: 
eee I have been away at meetings in tives states for the last fortnight 


and only received your letter of March 22nd yesterday on my aihde doy ot 


With reference to constitutional and legal questions involved in 
this present unhappy situation, as you know, our Board has taken the position 
that these are for the judicatories of the Church,and not for an administrative 
agency of the General Assembly, to deal with- I think you would get 
light on the whole matter if you would find an opportunity to talk it over with 
Dr: McDowell who was chairman of the General Council which reported to the last 
General Assembly, and who had personal conferences with the parties most deeply 
concerned prior, I believe,: to the meeting of the Assembly. 


ed | With ragird'to manbers ef our Bama t Seas eweere Board will 
<i adhere to its traditional policy of le Vas ee in the hands of the 
Standing Committee with such presentat on’as e Standing Committee may desire. 


I enclose herewith a copy of the memorandum to which, I judge, 
Dr* Semes has referred, and also of a little statement which has just been 
issued, referring to these criticisms. 


One curious feature of the entire situation is that the aggressors, 
while surrendering nothing whatever of their activity as the initiators and 
aggressors in the whole contention, desire also to appear as defendants and de- 
fendants only. 


I think it would help you in your own thinking sometime je ‘you Be 
would find out for yourself at first hand what is required as the condition ae 
We! of the discontinuance of contentionen’ the part of those who have been carrying z= 
ae on this campaign for the last few years. My last letter from one of the most a4 
" -- - prominent contenders states candidly that the issues are irreconcilable and in- ~~ 
Le dicates, as other communications have, that there can be no peace without the eal : 
, 


control of the Church and its agencies by the group represented in the Independent mae 
Board. This is no surmise: It wes specifically stated to the. Standing Committee iia 
on Foreign Missions at the lest Assembly, and to the special committee of the ron pas 
- Presbytery of Philedelphia. Eliminating wholly the Board o. f Foreign Missions fae es 
from the picture, I think there is no possibility that the Church at large will 
eo accede to this: demand, ey a a if 
big Fe ge ; pega, ao ey 


at 
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The Independent Board 


for 


Presbyterian Foreign 


Missions 


A Statement 


As to its Organization and Program 


By the Room 1531, 
General Secretary, Twelve South Twelfth Street, 
Charles J. Woodbridge Philadelphia, Pa. 


The Independent Board 


for 
Presbyterian Foreign Missions 


HE Independent Board for Presbyterian Foreign Missions 
is an agency established for the quickening of missionary 
zeal and the promotion of truly Biblical and truly Presbyterian 
foreign missions throughout the world. 
It is independent in that it is not responsible, as an organiza- 
tion, to the General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church in the 
U. S. A., or to any other ecclesiastical body. 


* * * * 


Why Was the Independent Board Established? 


Because a great many loyal Presbyterians have lost faith in 
the official Board of the largest of the Presbyterian churches, 
which is the Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A. They cannot 
in good conscience support an organization which they regard 
as disloyal to the Word of God; but they are more eager than 
ever, in view of the growing apostasy throughout the world, to 
further the cause of Biblical foreign missions to the uttermost 
ends of the earth. 

Why have so many persons lost confidence in the official 
Board? Because in the last few years the Board, in its official 
actions, has been compromising with error in a most dis- 
tressing way. 

When the Laymen’s Appraisal Commission’s Report was 
issued last year, an attack against the very heart of the Chris- 
tian message, the Board, instead of swiftly, directly, and uncom- 
promisingly repudiating the Report, answered it in terms which 
were most vague and unsatisfactory. 

When Pearl Buck offered her resignation to the Board, they 
accepted it “with regret,” commending her work in China. 

Some of the Modernist institutions in China which the Board 
helps to support are: the “Church of Christ in China”, con- 
trolled by Modernists, in opposition to which a large group of 
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conservative Christians organized the Bible Union of China; the 
National Christian Council of China, in whose Bulletin one may 
read extracts which make the true Christian shudder — for 
example, in one of its articles, Sun Yat Sen, Lenin and Jesus 
Christ are treated as figures of comparable grandeur; the Chris- 
tian Literature Society of China, where Modernist books are 
often printed; Yencheng University, a hotbed of “liberal” 
thought; these institutions, all destructive of Biblical Christian- 
ity, the Board of Foreign Missions of the Presbyterian Church 
in the U. S. A. helps to maintain. 

At the meeting of the General Assembly in May, 1933, an 
attempt was made to remedy the situation through ecclesiastical 
action. 

An Overture was presented to the Assembly which, if passed, 
would have been a real step toward the purification of the Board 
of Foreign Missions. A document of 110 pages was written in 
support of the Overture. This document is entitled “Modernism 
and the Board of Foreign Missions of the Presbyterian Church 
in the U. S. A.” by Dr. J. Gresham Machen, and may be had 
upon request to the office of the General Secretary. In a clear, 
logical way the author of this pamphlet marshalled his facts. 
He proved that the Board of Foreign Missions had been tempor- 
ising in its attitude toward Modernism. 

Instead of attempting to answer this document—and there 
was no satisfactory answer other than the entire reformation of 
the Board—the Board evaded the issue. 

Instead of replying to the specific accusations which were 
levelled in black and white against its policies—accusations 
which to this day have never been disproved—The Board took 
refuge behind the career, character and personality of one of its 
leading secretaries, rallied the Assembly to the defense of a 
man, and, in the popular enthusiasm which was evoked, the 
Overture was lost. 

Time has elapsed since the 1933 session of General Assembly. 
But the passage of time only brings to light fresh information, 
of an amazing nature, with regard to the Board’s policies. For 
example: 

For an institution to register with the government in China 
today means the practical abandonment of its Gospel testi- 
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mony. Yet how does the Board feel when such registration 

takes place? In its Missionary Year Book of Prayer for 

1933, page 124, we read: 

“An outstanding event of the year was the registration of 
Cheeloo University of Tsinan. The inside history of the 
months of negotiation necessary is a romance of God’s guid- 
ance in the face of obstacles, and of his people’s faith.” 

The relinquishment of the field of battle to the enemies of 
the Lord is here called “an outstanding event of the year.” 
For further information of a similar character, see article in 

“Christianity Today,’ October, 1933, issue, by the Rev. Wilbur 
M. Smith, D.D: “The Never Failing Light: A Study in Mission- 
Book Modernism.” Also article by the Rev. Joseph A. Schofield, 
Jr.: “Why Does our Board of Foreign Missions approve and 
commend Modernist ‘Mission Study Books’?” in “Christianity 
Today,” May, 1933, issue. 

When the Overture was defeated at the Assembly, there was 
only one logical course for Bible-believing Presbyterians to pur- 
sue. That course was to establish another missionary agency 
which might be Presbyterian in its constituency, and uncom- 
promisingly loyal to the Word of God. 

* * * * 


Was the Organization of the Independent Board a 
Violation of the Law of the Presbyterian Church in 


the U.S. A.? 


Decidedly not. In an able pamphlet, Mr. Murray Forst 
Thompson, a member of the Pennsylvania Bar, and Treasurer 
of the Independent Board, has answered this question. 

He makes it quite evident that (1) there is nothing in the law 
of the Church “forbidding the establishment of an Independent 
Board, which as a faithful steward will maintain Missions to 
which Bible-believing Christians can contribute;”’ (2) that 
“Church judicatories have no power to pass laws ‘binding the 
conscience’ and penalizing those who conduct or support the 
Independent Board;” (3) and that “the law of the Church 
expressly permits members to designate their gifts for Christian 
benevolences other than those controlled by Boards and Agencies 
of the Church.” 


—<e 


A copy of this pamphlet, which is entitled, “Have the Organ- 
izers of the Independent Board for Presbyterian Foreign Mis- 
sions violated the Law of the Presbyterian Church in the 
U. S. A.?” may be had upon application to the office of the 
General Secretary of the Board. 

* * * * 


How is the Board Organized? 


On the last page of this pamphlet a list of the members of 
the Independent Board is given. It is obvious that these persons 
are not all from one geographical center. They are representa- 
tive, rather, of the great body of true Presbyterians throughout 
the world who love the Word of God, and who refuse to com- 
promise with the foes of evangelical Christianity. 

The Independent Board has its officers, its Executive Com- 
mittee, its General Secretary, and its constitution and by-laws. 
It is incorporated under the laws of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. Its work is now in full swing. 

* * * * 


How Will the Board Function? 


As the Lord opens doors we shall enter them. At the outset 
emphasis is to be placed upon pioneer evangelism. It is our 
hope that within a few months centers of evangelistic effort will 
be set up in China, India and Korea. We are already in touch 
with experienced workers in these fields with this end in view. 

As soon as the Lord has prepared the way in these and other 
countries, and as their financial support is assured in the home- 
land, new missionaries will be sent out. We shall consider each 
applicant for missionary service in the light of his personal 
qualifications and the nature of the work in which he hopes to 
engage. We expect that our first new missionaries will be ready 
to sail by September, 1934. 

The high caliber and unquestioned loyalty to the Word of God 
of the men and women who form the Independent Board is an 
ample guarantee that we shall send to the field only those who 
have a passion for souls, and who we believe are equipped, phy- 
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sically, mentally, and spiritually, to bring the Gospel of redemp- 
tion to the nations of the world. 
* * * os 


How is Our Enterprise Being Received? 


From many quarters of the globe words of encouragement 
have been pouring into our office. Missionary after missionary 
has expressed his joy over the step which has been taken. 

The Moody Bible Institute of Chicago, through its organ the 
“Moody Monthly,” heralds the movement as a Revival within the 
Presbyterian Church. On missionary day at the Institute 
Founder’s Week Conference, when the work of the Independent 
Board was presented, an audience of fifteen hundred persons 
broke into applause. Such is the reception which our venture 
is experiencing. 

The Christian and Missionary Alliance “Weekly”, in an 
editorial dated February 10, 1934, comments most encouragingly 
upon the Independent Board, and suggests that conservatives 
of other denominations might well consider the advisability of 
imitating our example. 

The Editors of the “Sunday School Times” regard our move- 
ment as the inevitable result of the vacillating policy of the 
official Board. 

Church after Church is coming to the support of the Inde- 
pendent Board. Contributors who want to be sure that every 
dollar of their missionary benevolence is going to the Lord’s 
work are directing their gifts toward us. The blessing of the 
Lord is manifestly upon our undertaking. 

At least twenty-two persons have expressed their desire to 
serve as missionaries under the Independent Board. During the 
month of February over twenty other young people of Presby- 
terian heritage made it know to us that, while they contemplate 
enlisting in missionary work, they cannot conscientiously apply 
to the official Board of the Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A. 


The situation which the Independent Board is seeking to face 
is that there are: 


Contributors who have not been able conscientiously 
to give to the official Board. 

Young Presbyterians who wish to retain their Pres- 
byterian heritage, but who cannot conscientiously 
apply for service under the official Board. 


One of our chief purposes is to bring together these 
two groups, that Biblical Presbyterian Foreign Mis- 


sions may never die. 
* * * 


How May You Be of Help? 


First, by your prayers. The entire movement was conceived 
and launched in prayer. We intend to take no step except as 
the Lord leads. The issue is quite clear. Is historical, evangel- 
ical Christianity to survive on the mission field or not? 

Second, by facing the entire matter of your giving in the 
spirit of prayer. Be satisfied in your own mind that the agency 
which administers your gifts is sound to the core. Remember 
that according to Presbyterian law you are at perfect liberty to 
give to whatever cause you desire. 

Third, by sending us the names of any persons who you think 
should receive a copy of this pamphlet. 

Fourth, by inviting the General Secretary of the Independent 
Board to present the matter to individuals, sessions, or congre- 
gations which desire further information. 

As Bible-believing Presbyterians, mindful of their heritage of 
Christian liberty, go forth shoulder to shoulder in this great 
venture of faith, the blessing of the Lord is certain to rest 
upon them. 


The time for words is past. The time for action has 


come. 
* * * * 


Contributions to the Independent Board for Presbyterian 
Foreign Missions should be sent to Murray F. Thompson, Treas- 
urer, 2301 Packard Building, Philadelphia, Pa. 
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Members of the Independent Board for Presbyterian 
Foreign Missions. 
Terms to Expire October, 1934 


Rev. Roy Talmage Brumbaugh, D.D........... Tacoma, Wash. 
Rev, Frank'\R. Elders) DD) Si sce eae eee Cincinnati, O. 
Rev; Carl (McIntire iii. cuenrey sant ne eerie Collingswood, N. J. 
Willis: Ry Roberts) Mado. cece ven ian ae Norristown, Pa. 
Peter: Stam, re," RSs ces eee ee veel ne ert naa ae Wheaton, IIl. 
Miss Marguerite Montgomery............... Rochester, N. Y. 
Terms to Expire October, 1935 
Rey.) Charles) Ferguson Balloo eeatnes Philadelphia, Pa. 
Revy,'3, Oliver; Buswello drops one ne eare gen eo Wheaton, IIl. 
Rey. H. McAllister Griffiths) oo). ceae. ts 3s Philadelphia, Pa. 
Rey. Merril’). MacPherson) a eee notes Philadelphia, Pa. 
Revs (MO Win EPEAT cry tals sumo le cern eee oeme nes Philadelphia, Pa. 
Rev. Joseph A. Schofield, Jr............... Gouverneur, N. Y. 
James.’ Bennet) Msqi/ i). Saee ce oe cee New York, N. Y. 
Josiah: Clifts I ry Esq es Pome ee eee weenie Baltimore, Md. 
Miss ‘Mary i Wi Stewarts.o. Geis Veuwe ow ae Philadelphia, Pa. 
Murray /Korst);Luompsoniisay. ) cet Philadelphia, Pa. 
Terms to Expire October, 1936 
Rev. Walter E. Edmonds, D.D................. Glendale, Cal. 
Rev. HaroldiS) Lairdy 2) Gia oa ee Wilmington, Del. 
Rev. J. Gresham Machen, D.D., Litt.D....... Philadelphia, Pa. 
Reyae Wilbur" MiSmith i DiDe ie re cn lots e Coatesville, Pa. 
Rev. Paul Woolley oi sociou pega tae, ae ars Philadelphia, Pa. 
Roberte Young, Fsqa sc 45: sce aaa a ewe ea avaremeee Los Angeles, Cal. 
Mrs. Albert .G, Berry cca steed oo) act is Tryon, N. C. 
Mrs. JeremiahB. ‘Griggs... ase ee ee Pittsburgh, Pa. 
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General Secretary Treasurer 


The Independent Board a Necessity. 


It is becoming increasingly clear that the establishment of the 
Independent Board for Presbyterian Foreign Missions was not 
premature, but was instead necessary for the preservation of 
Biblical, Presbyterian foreign missions. 

No satisfactory reply has as yet been forthcoming to the argu- 
ments advanced by Dr. J. Gresham Machen in his pamphlet, 
“Modernism and the Board of Foreign Missions of the Presby- 
terian Church in the U. S. A.” (A document which may be ob- 
tained free of charge by application to the office of the Inde- 
pendent Board.) Instead, new evidence is continually coming to 
light of the distressing way in which the Board of Foreign Mis- 
sions of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S. A. is compromising 
with Modernism. 

The evidence cited below is simply typical; it does not pretend 
to be exhaustive. 


CHINA: (1) In the University of Nanking Bulletin, (catalog, 

volume 8, number 1), it is recorded (pages 122, 123) 
that one of the text-books on “Religion” in use at that institution 
is, “The Modern Use of the Bible,” by Harry Emerson Fosdick. 
Yet the Board of Foreign Missions of the Presbyterian Church 
in the U.S. A. cooperates with Nanking University. Actually, one 
of the leading secretaries of the Board is President of the Board 
of Founders of the University (see page one of catalog). 

(2) Extract from “The Peiping Chronicle,” Peiping, China, 
June 6, 1934: 

“Peiping, June 5,—Mr. D. Bogomoloff, the Soviet Ambassador 
to China, visited Yenching University yesterday afternoon. After 
an inspection of the campus the Soviet diplomat attended a meet- 
ing of the students and teachers of the university arranged by 
the University Lecture Committee and answered many questions 
concerning the situation in Soviet Russia.” 

A friend in Peiping has written with regard to this extract: 

“The fact that an official representative of a Government that 
is known not only to be godless, but stronger to be anti-Christian 
in purpose and in action” was invited to speak at Yenching “shows 
what spirit at present dominates the ‘Christian’ Institution, called 
the Yenching University.’ ” 
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Yet the Board of Foreign Missions of the Presbyterian Church 
in the U. S. A. does not hesitate to cooperate with Yenching Uni- 
versity. 

(3) The “Church of Christ in China” is a union organization 
which is under the leadership of Modernists. When it was estab- 
lished several years ago, three conservative groups came into 
existence. These conservative groups were the Bible Union of 
China, the League of Christian Churches, and the (continuing) 
Presbyterian Church of China. 

A representative of the last of these organizations, the (con- 
tinuing) Presbyterian Church of China, writes: 

“Opposition to the union was almost entirely on doctrinal 
grounds, because the leaders among the unionists refused to ac- 
knowledge the doctrine of the Trinity, the plenary inspiration of 
the Bible, and the vicarious atonement.” 

(See “Christianity Today,” June, 1930, issue, page 23.) 

At once the various missionary Boards at work in China were 
compelled to take sides. With which of these two groups should 
each cooperate, with the modernist “Church of Christ,” or with 
the conservative organizations? 

The China Inland Mission made the right choice. It chose to co- 
operate with the League of Christian Churches. One of the China 
Inland Mission missionaries is now acting as Secretary of that 
conservative body. 

The Board of Foreign Missions of the Presbyterian Church in 
the U. S. A. made the wrong choice. It chose to cooperate with the 
“Church of Christ in China.” 

Such choices indicate the view-points of the Boards in question. 
It is no accident that the China Inland Mission is planning to send 
out twenty-five or thirty new missionaries to China in the near 
future, while the Board of Foreign Missions of the Presbyterian 
Church in the U. S. A. is sending out few new workers, and is 
actually recalling some of its missionaries. 

A Board which compromises with Modernism is sure to lose 
the confidence of its Bible-believing supporters. 

INDIA: The Board of Foreign Missions of the Presbyterian 
Church in the U. S. A. cooperates with the National 

Christian Council of India. 
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In 1933, a pamphlet entitled “The Jesus of History” by J. R. 
MacPhail, M.A., was published for this Council. The anti-Chris- 
tian character of the pamphlet may be judged by the following 
quotations: 


“The evangelists (writers of the Gospels) were not miracu- 
lously safeguarded from error as they wrote, any more than we 
are as we read. The Gospels in many points, some of them im- 
portant, contradict one another.” p. 1. 

“Each age has to find afresh its own idea of Jesus, and the 
idea for this age still eludes us.” p. 3. 


“Tt is not much use, in the twentieth century and in India, to 
try to justify the dogmas of orthodox Christianity in their tra- 
ditional shape .. . they were formulated in terms of a philosophy 
and a science which have been long abandoned.” p. 12. 


(For statement of Union and Cooperative Missionary Work of 
the Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A., see 19383 Annual Report 
of the Board of Foreign Missions, pages 179-188.) 


The United States of America: When Modernism appears thus 

clearly on the mission field, it 
is highly probable that the source of the matter is in the homeland. 
The following evidence proves that such is the case. 

The Board of Foreign Missions of the Presbyterian Church in 
the U. S. A. has recommended several booklets for devotional use 
in missionary organizations in the United States. Excerpts from 
these booklets follow: 

‘“‘We need to wrestle with spiritual principles, to come to grips 
with the ‘hard sayings’ of the Gospels and the tremendous Pauline 
paradoxes. Whether our ultimate intellectual conclusions be ortho- 
dox or hetrodox matters comparatively little...” from ‘The 
Ministry of Silence and Meditation,” (page 34), by E. Herman. 

“There has been only one human being brave enough to release 
within himself the full creative power of believing that God was 
his Father. But unless Jesus’ method of making himself divine 
can be imitated, his achievement is a mockery rather than a chal- 
lenge...” from “The Way of Discovery,” (page 19), by Wini- 
fred Kirkland. 

Note carefully the wording of these passages. They represent 
very clearly the doctrinal indifferentism which is today the vogue 
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in Modernist teaching. The Bible-believer will shudder as he reads 
the second of these extracts. 
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Our First Missionaries. 

The Independent Board has three missionaries under appoint- 
ment. These young people expect to sail for the Far East early in 
October, 1934. 

The Rev. and Mrs. Henry W. Coray are the first missionaries ap- 
pointed by the Independent Board. Mr. Coray has been for several 
years the pastor of a flourishing Presbyterian Church in West 
Pittston, Pennsylvania. Upon their arrival in China, Mr. and 
Mrs. Coray plan to make their headquarters in Tenghsien, Shan- 
tung. For at least a year they will study the Chinese language. 
Then they will move out to the outlying districts, and enter upon 
a program of pioneer evangelism. The Independent Board is con- 
vinced that this type of work is more needed on the mission field 
today than any other. We feel that in the past too great emphasis 
has been laid upon union, institutional enterprises. 

On Thursday evening, June 21st, 1934, an inspiring service was 
held in the auditorium of the Collingswood Presbyterian Church, 
Collingswood, N. J. The Session of this Church had voted unani- 
mously to undertake the entire financial support of Mr. Coray. 
The service was one of consecration. Hundreds of people attended 
the meeting, eager to welcome and encourage their new missionary 
before he should sail for China. 

The Rev. R. Heber Mcilwaine is our third missionary. Mr. 
McIlwaine was born in Japan of missionary parents. His early 
associations were with the Presbyterian Church in the U. S. For 
over a year he has been Assistant Pastor of the First Presbyterian 
Church, Pittsburgh, Pa., where he has made himself beloved to 
the membership of that great Church. Mr. McIlwaine expects to 
engage in pioneer missionary work in Japan. He will spend his 
first year in language study, and will then either remain in Japan, 
or cross over to the mainland and work in Manchukuo. 

The number of persons who have volunteered to serve under 
the auspices of the Independent Board is increasing almost every 
week. Ours is an enterprise of faith: we are trusting the Lord 
to supply all our needs, and to enable us very soon to appoint 
other missionaries. 
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THE ANSWERS 
Given By 
DR. ROBERT E. SPEER 
To Ten Questions ReEtativeE To 


MODERNISM IN THE BOARD OF FOREIGN 
MISSIONS OF THE PRESBYTERIAN 
CHURCH IN THE U.S. A. 


Forrworp: The answers herewith set forth were given by 
Dr. Speer in his office at 156 Fifth Ave., New York City 
on June 8, 1934. The questions were propounded by Cal- 
vin K. Cummings, who at the time was a candidate for 
licensure before the Presbytery of Baltimore. Certain 
members of this Presbytery had suggested that Mr. Cum- 
mings have an interview with Dr. Speer in the hope that 
Dr. Speer might remove any apprehensions Mr. Cum- 
mings might have regarding Modernism in the Board of 
Foreign Missions in the Presbyterian Church cei cak: 
and convince him that the Board of Foreign Missions 
was thoroughly loyal to the Word of God and the subordi- 
nate standards of the church. The questions and answers 
of this interview will adequately explain, it is believed, 
why the candidate for licensure could not accede to the 
unconstitutional demand of the Presbytery that he give a 
written pledge of ‘‘whole-hearted allegiance’’ to the 
Board of Foreign Missions and still be loyal to the 
Word of God and the subordinate standards of the 
church. The first two questions relate simply to the 
failure of the Board to answer the evidences of Modern- 
ism presented to them. The last eight questions present 
the clear evidences of Modernism in the Board. 


The interview is printed through the courtesy of a 
Christian friend and at the earnest request of numerous 
friends. A limited number of additional copies may be 
secured, free, by application to Calvin K. Cummings, 3102 
Rueckert Ave., Baltimore, Md. 


First Question: ‘‘Has the Board of Foreign Missions made 
an official reply to Dr. Machen’s pamphlet on ‘‘ Modernism 
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and the Board of Foreign Missions in the Presbyterian 
Church??? 


Reply of Dr. Speer: The General Assembly which is the 
highest court of the church gave a declaration of con- 
fidence in the Board after a committee of the Gen- 
eral Assembly had investigated the assertions of Dr. 
Machen. 


Question to Dr. Speer: ‘‘Would it not be wise in view of 
the nation-wide and world-wide circulation which Dr. 
Machen’s booklet has had to give some public answer 
to this charge of Modernism in the Board?’’ 


Reply to Dr. Speer: These charges have not come to us 
officially through a Presbytery. It is not the policy of 
the Board to answer every little complaint. 

Note: The writer has a two-page typewritten reply from 
Dr. Speer which was sent in response to a complaint 
about two missionaries under the Board. This indi- 
eates that the Board has answered ‘‘not. officially 
through a Presbytery’’ and ‘‘little’’? complaints in an 
effort to clear itself. Why does the Board not endeavor 
to clear itself of the assertions in Dr. Machen’s booklet? 
One cannot but feel that it is because the evidence of 
Dr. Machen cannot be gainsaid. 


Second Question: ‘‘Has the Board made an official reply to 

Chester Presbytery’s ‘Reply to the Board of Foreign 

Missions’ ?’’ 

Reply of Dr. Speer: The Presbytery of Chester has never 
even sent us a copy of their ‘‘Reply’’. I have a copy 
which a friend in that Presbytery sent me. 


Note: This ‘‘Reply’’ of Chester Presbytery had appeared 
in one of the leading Presbyterian papers which has a 
circulation of approximately 9,000. The ‘‘Reply”’ of 
Chester Presbytery manifested dissatisfaction with 
the Board’s reply to the Presbytery’s complaint. 
Again, we can but marvel at the Board’s intentional 
silence when according to Dr. Speer’s own words all 
the charges can be answered. 
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Third wuestion: ‘‘Has the Board officially repudiated its 


action of May 1, 1933 expressing to Mrs. Buck its sin- 
cere appreciation of the service which she has rendered 
during the past sixteen years and its earnest prayer that 
her unusual abilities may continue to be richly used in 
behalf of the people in China’ and in accepting her resig- 
nation ‘with regret’?’’? 


Reply to Dr. Speer: The Board had in mind the evangeli- 
eal work which Mrs. Buck had done at one time and 
particularly the extensive social work she had done. 
As for the ‘‘regret’’—what group of Christian men 
would not regret that Mrs. Buck had gone astray. 


Further Questioning on This Point: ‘‘Why were these 
thoughts not expressed in the official statement? Cer- 
tainly the official statement gives Mrs. Buck a blanket 
commendation and accepts her resignation ‘with re- 
gret’. The term ‘with regret’ unmistakably modifies 
‘accepted her resignation’. There is no other verb in 
the sentence for it to modify’’. 


Reply of Dr. Speer and Dr. McAfee: Details of the situa- 
tion were given in confidence depicting the delicacy of 
the situation. It was explained that the delicate situa- 
tion demanded that the entire matter be handled with 
courtesy and kindness. The former answer to this 
question was reiterated. . 


Fourth Question: ‘‘Has the Board made any explanation of . 


the following action of the staff of the Board?’’ The 
action referred to was a communication from the staff 
of the Board sent to the Foreign Missions Committee 
of Philadelphia Presbytery in which Sherwood Eddy is 
highly commended. Dr. Eddy was commended for his 
‘‘student evangelism’’. Hvidence was then presented 


1“Christianity Today’—Mid-May, 1988, p. 2. 
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that Sherwood Eddy had said ‘‘the blood atonement. ... 
bodily resurrection can well be dispensed with.’”* 


Reply of Dr, Speer: This communication was not from the 
staff of the Board. It was a letter written by Dr. Scott 
to Dr. Littell. 


Note: Witnesses of good character testify that they have 
seen the communication and that the names of several 
officials of the Board appear as signatures on the com- 
munication which presented this defense of Dr. Eddy. 


Fifth Question: ‘‘Why does the Board continue to support 
the Christian Literature Society of China?’’ Evidence 
was then presented showing that one of the books edited 
by this Society. violently condemned the atoning work 
of Christ. It was also pointed out that when Dr. Dodd 
of China had complained about the Board supporting 
this agency, the Board replied by sending 3,000 dollars 
and the services of a full-time worker.’ . 


Reply of Dr. Speer: This Christian Literature Society 
in China publishes largely evangelical books. There 
were these few unfortunate publications but there were 
only about three or four Modernistic books published 
out of twelve-hundred. Dr. Hays and Dr. Dodd both 
have books published by this concern. The impression 
was left that this Society was simply a publishing 
house. 


Further Question: ‘‘ But is this Society simply a publish- 
ing house?”’ 


Reply of Dr. Speer and Dr. McAfee: No, they have their 
own editors. It is not within the jurisdiction of the 
Board to prosecute heretical missionaries and agencies. 


2“The Biblical Recorder’, Vol. 17, No. 12. Obtained from J, Gresham 
Machen—“Modernism and the Board of Foreign Missions of the 
Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A.”’, pp. 49, 83-4. Dr. Machen’s 
booklet may be had free upon request by addressing him—206 8. 13th 
St., Philadelphia, Pa. 

3J. Gresham Machen—‘Modernism and the Board of Foreign Missions”, 
pp. 67-68; “Christianity Today”—Mid-May, 1934, p. 7. 
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The Presbyteries of which they are members must 
prosecute. 


Further Question: ‘‘But does not the Board have power 
to hire and fire whom it will?’’ 


Reply of Dr. Speer: Yes. 


Siath Question: ‘‘Did the Board express regret and take 


action when it was learned that Yengching University 
(where in 1932 ten missionaries were serving under the 
Board) was propagating Modernism and Communism ?”’ 
Evidence was then presented to substantiate the claim 
that Yengching University was propagating Modernism 
and Communism.* 


Reply of Dr. Speer: How do you know that the evidence 
you have presented comes from a reliable source? Upon 
presenting primary source material as quoted in Dr. 
Machen’s booklet, Dr. Speer replied that they might be 
mistranslations. It was denied that Yengching Uni- 
versity was propagating Communism. As for the 
Modernism, the missionaries supported by the Board 
were not a party to the Modernistic propaganda of the 
University. 


Further Question: ‘‘Does not the silence of these mis- 
sionaries of the Board and their refusal to protest the 
teaching of those who deny the Deity of Christ in- 
volve them in complicity with the error.’’ 


Reply of Dr. Speer: ‘‘The Board cannot take action sim- 
ply because missionaries fail to protest against the 
teaching of Modernism. 


Seventh Question: ‘‘Does the Board approve of the recent 


publications issued by the Board of Foreign Missions and 
and the Board of Home Missions?’’ The booklets re- 
ferred to were ‘‘Private Prayer’’, ‘‘Great Souls at 
Prayer’’, ‘‘The Ministry of Silence and Meditation”’’ 
(These booklets may be purchased from the Board—156 


4J. Gresham Machen—Ibid, pp, 81, 97, 102-3, 109-10. 
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Fifth Avenue, New York City). It is not necesary here 
to give quotations as the publications were so extreme 
that Dr. Speer did not try to defend them in any way. 


Reply of Dr. Speer: These booklets were put out by the 
Women’s Department of the Board. 

Further Question: ‘‘But are not the departments of the 
Board under the jurisdiction of the Board?’’ 

Reply of Dr. Speer: Yes. 


Note: The imprint of the Board of Foreign Missions and 
the Board of Home Missions is on the cover of all these 
publeations. 


Eighth Question: ‘‘Is there a question on the Board’s ap- 
plication blank for candidates for the mission field to 
determine whether the candidate will be tolerant toward 
those who preach ‘another gospel’?”’ 


Reply of Dr. Speer: What do you mean by ‘‘another 
gospel’? 


Reply to Dr. Speer: Modernism. 

Question by Dr. Speer: What do you mean by Modernism? 
Reply to Dr. Speer: Naturalism. 

Question by Dr. Speer: What is Naturalism? 


Reply to Dr. Speer: Naturalism presupposes that the 
supernatural facts and doctrines of the Scriptures are 
not true. 


Reply of Dr. Speer: No, we have no such question. That 
is a matter that is up to the Presbyteries from which 
the candidates come. 


Note: There are several questions on the Board’s applica- 
tion blanks whereby the Board seeks to learn whether 
the applicant will submit to a majority which may hold 
opposing views.® If the Board goes beyond the Pres- 


5“Application for Missionary Service’, e. g., question 29, 


a 
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bytery in their search for tolerance why should the 
Board refuse to reiterate a question to insure intoler- 
ance—a question which every Presbytery should ask. 
What is more—a candidate may change considerably 
after the Presbytery has licensed him. 


Ninth Question: ‘‘Did Rev. Emmons present the true atti- 


tude of the Board when he stated at a meeting in Phila- 
delphia—‘Let it be clearly understood that it was not 
for any doctrinal reasons that Mr. Hadley resigned from 
his position as Candidate Secretary of the Board’?”’ 


Reply of Dr. Speer: Yes. What is wrong with Mr. Had- 


ley’s doctrinal views? 


Reply to Dr. Speer: Mr. Hadley is a signer of the ‘‘ Au- 
burn Affirmation’’. This document refers to such doe- 
trines as the vicarious atonement and the bodily resur- 
rection of Christ as being merely theories among other 
theories and as non-essential as a standard for ordina- 
tion of Presbyterian ministers. Mr. Hadley also wrote 
a letter to missionary candidates recommending Old- 
ham, Fleming, and Fosdick—three of the leading liber- 
als of the country. : 


Dr. Speer—He proceeded to defend the Auburn Affirma- 
tion. Concerning the letter sent out by Mr. Hadley, he 
remarked that this little letter was sent out by Mr. 
Hadley on his own initiative and without our consulta- 
tion. 


Further Question: When the Board learned of the letter 
sent by Mr. Hadley did it pronounce Mr. Hadley’s con- 
duct as contrary to the policies of the Board? 


Dr. Speer: No. 


Further Question: Do I understand correctly then that 
the Board approves of an ‘‘ Auburn Affirmationist’’ for 
the work of the Board? 


6“An Affirmation”, p. 6, The Jacobs Press, Auburn, N. Y. 
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Dr. Speer: Yes, what is wrong with the ‘‘Auburn Affirma- 
tion’’? 


Reply to Dr. Speer: Portions from page six of the ‘‘Au- 
burn Affirmation’’ were read to Dr. Speer. 


Tenth Question: ‘‘Do I correctly interpret the following 
written reply which you once made as being satisfied with 
the candidate’s answer to your question?’’ The gen- 
tences referred to were: ‘‘His answer to the question 
about his belief in the Scriptures was, ‘Yes when applied 
to all religious and moral practice’. I myself was not 
satisfied with his answers to some other questions’’.* 


Reply of Dr. Speer: Yes, your interpretation is correct. 
What is the difference between the statement of this 
candidate and saying that you believe in the Bible as 
the infallible rule of faith and conduct? 


Reply to Dr. Speer: The candidate says that he believes 
in the Seriptures simply in matters of religion and 
morality. He does not say that he believes in the 
supernatural facts and doctrines of Scripture. He does 
not state that he believes in the whole Bible as the Word 
of God. Any Modernist could make the statement 
which this young candidate made and still reject the 
supernatural facts and doctrines of Seripture. 


Thanks was expressed to Dr. Speer for his patience, cour- 
tesy, and kindness. The parting was a most cordial one 
although each party seemed unmoved. 


7A letter written by Dr. Robert H. Speer January 15, 1934, and in the 
personal possession of the present writer. 
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February 2,1935 
The Rev. T.eRoland Philips, 
Arlington Presbyterian Chureh, 
$215 Belvedere Ave., part 
Baltimore, lid., rr" 


My dear Philips:- 


My friend Dr.Schell, . if he indicated 
any such line of thought as you suggest. an not in any way 
conscious that I am in arrears in the matter of any retraction. 


Ds Ay: veAeget uy etune ay sthelt-tige, 
HknatA ong 7/thK Sepiof \Secrvetany # Diet 
Cnn s§ for SPP es sis Ye 


I sike the tone of your letter. The best friends 
of our Board of Missions to-day are those who are sincerely 
concerned to see its testimony strengthened along the lines 
of the grand particularities of our witnesen Qa.zZ. 


Sucyoj-1r 
being a 


- 


A new slate of board members elected at the next 
Assembly would be a most constructive step, provided it 
contains others than such as are known to be dutiful and 
subservient yes-men. 


My editorial in the Foreign Missions number points 
out what seems to me to be the nub. It might be stated other- 
wise by saying that our official mission work has become too 
much engrossed with ruming the machinery of missions, main- 
taining station organization, staying within the confines of 
established institutional work and in short steyine with-in . 


doorse | \esmsipesielit b | 
On all hands people will come forward with complaints, 


and each one will be laboriously expounded at '}356'. My 
impression is that most of the complaints come from missionaries. 
I pray that friendliness, uncompromising testimony, and the 

Holy Spirit may pull us up onto a higher level. 


Yours very sincerely, 


\ 


TWO QUIT BOARD 
IN MACHEN TRIAL 


Successors Chosen After One 
of Those Named Is Said to 
Sympathize With Pastor. 


DR. SMITH IS ACQUITTED 


Chester Presbytery Declines to 
Discipline Minister Who Is 
Member of Machen Group. 


Special to THE New York TIMES. 

TRENTON, Jan. 22.—Two of ea 
gpeven ministers and laymen re- 
cently elected to a judicial commis-! 
sion by the Presbytery of nana 
Brunswick to try the Rev. Dr. J. 
Gresham Machen of Philadelphia | 
declined today to serve and succes- | 
gors were chosen, | 

The Rev. Parke Richards of Law- | 
renceville and John O. Conner, aS 
elder of the Prospect Street Church | 
here, are those who refused to 
serve. The Rev. William T. Magill 
of the Pilgrim. Church of. Trenton 
and Dr. Henry B. Kummel, State 
geologist, who also is an elder at 
Prospect Street Church, were 
named to fill the vacancies. 

Mr. Conner plans to leave within | 
a few days for his annual vacation | q 
in Florida. The Rev. Mr. Richards | 
declined to comment on his refusal | # 
to serve, but it was said by fellow |§ 
clergymen that his sympathies are 
with Dr. Machen and that he also 
is opposed to the proposal that the 
trial be conducted in secret. 

No date has been set for the trial, 
but the judicial commission is ex- 
pected to meet the next week to 
complete arrangements. 

Dr. Machen was ordered tried af- 
ter his refusal to disband the Inde- 
pendent Board for . Presbyterian 
Foreign Missions of the Presby- 
terian Church of America. Ina 
statement after the Presbytery act- 
ed, he said the issue was “‘between 
Christian liberty and modernist 
tyranny.” 


Special to Tus New York TIMES. 

PHILADELPHIA, Jan. 22.—Pres- 
byterian Fundamentalists won a 
victory today in the Chester Pres- 
bytery on the question of disciplin- 
ing a minister who had declined to 
subscribe to the General Assem- 
bly’s order to resign from the In- 
dependent Board for Presbyterian 
Foreign Missions. 

By a vote of 50 to 22, with four 
other members not voting, the Pres- 
bytery at its meeting in Prospect 
Park declined to take action against 
the Rev. Dr. Wilbur M. Smith, pas- 
tor of the First Presbyterian Church 
of Coatesville. He is the only min- 
isterial member of the independent 
board in the Chester Presbytery. 

It was generally believed that to- 
day’s action in regard to the inde- 

endent board, which is headed by 

he Rev. Dr. J. Gresham Machen 
of Philadelphia, was final as far as 
the Chester Presbytery was con- 
cerned, until the next meeting of 
the general assembly. It was pre- 
dicted by some members of the pres- 
bytery that an effore would be 
made to have the General Assembly 
prescribe some common form of 
discipline for all members of the 
independent board, 


Slabd Clente 2} freaby terres ushers, Sel. fel. premudera AM 
The Rev. William J. Sharp 1103 South 50th St Tacoma, Washington 
The Rev. Earl R. North Room 6, Lane Cemetery, Cincinnati, Ohio 
The Rev. A. B. Collins 18 West Merchant St. Audubon, N.d. 
Rimkardxiex 
The Rev. I. S. Shultz 4226 Tyson St. Philadelphia. Pa. 
The Rev. George R. Harland Madria, New York 
The Rev. H. E. Hallman 133. West Main St. Newark, Delaware 
~ fhe Rev. William T. @s Kruse ‘AA Front St. Media, Pa. 
=. The Rev. Dr. Andrew C. Zenos 834 Chalmers Place, Chicago, Illinois 


; ’ The Rev. Dr. William A. Jones 1536 Orchard Avenue, Mount Oliver Station 
Pittsburg, Pa. \ 


The Rev. Dr. G. B.. F. Halleck © 10: Livingston Park sRochester, Ne. . 


_. The Rev. Dr. Richard Montgonery Wyncope, Pa. 


Would greatly appreciate brief statement from yeu as to what specific 
action your “Presbytery contempinyee in connection with action of 
ie General Assembly and individuals on Independent ROSk es who are 
within your Presbytery stop . 
Please address me at Elizabeth tow Jersey 
Stewart M. Robinson 
Editor THE PRESBYTERIAN 
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1 ‘dot’ Heltive ‘thet: the anether a 
: to me: ek: ‘the. wise thing mow is to pets tel he 
:.. «Presbyterian cid no good:and thet.4t di4 som 
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aay ‘taythek etatenet of any: att in The ect ter 
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Reve John BW, Bowman, Ph.D... YO Bee oy Pamliary 255 1956 * ses ve if 
a « ‘ - . j ° " - : Rare ’ : j 


8. I think you are wholly mistaken 1n your statement thet.you =. © 
had written to the Board the identieal things which you wrote in your letter. 
to Dr® Robinson, and which were printed in The Presbyterian... “The statee. 
ments which you quote( in you third letter of December 24th are by no means ~~ 
identical, with the things that were stated in The Presbyteianediteriale: = 
In the latter you said the’ Mission hed Umiterians in it; thet not l0Pof the = = = = © 
Uission ever preach the Gospel” from year end.to yeer endj that the reason =. 
was that they did not beliéve it, ~ ‘There was nothing in your letter tons’; > 
identical with such statenents as these... These are charges of the fost serious 
character and if they ‘had ever heen mais in yur letters, to ad ard they 2 

Cg! A OF: tPA ALA Lb PF Os if 
plata tabs cctauuatmenediy Yeats maine yg MEL. VAIL VLAVE fe 


” a 


4, You say you ere hot meking cherges ageinst the Mission and - 
therefore are not called upon to enter into specifications and/ justify your: | 
course by reference to such statements ag those. which Drs Edwin Lewis hes made 8 
in his diagnosis of the can “y theological situation. There is a world | 
of difference, however,, between ‘Such @ general enalysis and a localization of ie 
it in-a particular group... You were speaking of the Punjab Mission amd you. _ 
were locating in the Punjab Mission, which is made up of < definite group of 9 +. 
is a very different matter from a generalized view of world or national or even ~~ | 


denominational theological ¢onditions,  — “Your letter was used at.once ‘to prove: Ge cae 
thet there is Uniterianism and unbelief in our Presbyterian Missions because =.» 
you were testifying that they existed in the Punjab Mission. The only way, ©... -. 
accordingly, in which the imnocence of the Mission could be, cleared was forsyou 


to specify who the guilty ones were, who! justified. your specific and localized £32 ea 


the position against wiich you protest in your om ‘case when you Say "even eae 
civil lew admits the innocence of @.man until he-is proven goilty.* 

Yet you heve declared that-there sre Unitarians in the Mission, and thet S02 of 
the Mission did. not believe the Gospel and yet refuse to present the evicence == ~ 


Wission you will accept this proof end rejoices but that. is t6 deny to others 
the very right that you claim for yourself. — You are holding them tobe guilty eek 


a yerning. I think what I said im my last letter to you was juétified, =~ 


he} 


quire that cach member of the Mission shovld vindicate himself and that’ thet i 
Board should carry on an investigation of each individual ‘octrinal = 


* 
my 
my be 
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, defective at every Specifie point: spare ah allowed, Ateelr to atone 
; mR ht ¥ ey, gh i Bate See sh wa 
5 sista ee “I stil “Ube to the position ‘taken’ in ay Lette 
al ps the. Saaibeentt thet our Punjeb Mission — hes Unitariens in it 8 
_ of its memgers do not believe the gospel are utterly untrue ar 
_ ‘to have been made and that: ho investi g: ation would support. them a 
has a right to demand such a general investigation of a body of 
have declared their fidelity end ‘whose innocence must be Se , 
| each individuel case spevificvevidence is presented. 3} 
avoid the responsibilities iavolved in the statements Ae 
that we ere hone of us the kind of Christiens we ought to t 
ly true and no doubt all of us: ought to heve far. more ‘faith 
Your*'¢ statements ‘in “the. editorial were: 4 
. They were used and understood as a charge: ‘by one we ‘atued’ 
himself against others: whom he declared to. be unfai’ ‘hil. 
so far away fron the hone church | that you, had not alized 
‘of such statements as yours, You say, for & 9 2 
the terms liberal and modernist terns of re ne 
nan ‘a"modernist"you "do. ‘not. thereby’ intend. ha Bay enytiiiy, 
That is not the: WEY 9 Rr seep thet ee ee you have use 


of M@briatiandty iwiaye 38 

Brice of Elkins. ee, a or which’ Dr? ‘Ci 
forms of expression I regerd as anti-Chiistien ‘bo. the core 
that the thing that has most pleased him (that is,Seten) 
the Presbyterian Church tn ‘the u, “Sel, in ‘recent years: ha 
nodernism within its borders." And you speak. in The 

quotation in a’ very light way of Uniterianism: | io net ee 
alleged to be in the: ge Mission + "they are nice f 
among my. best friends," To many ‘peo “in : 
am one of them, Unitarient sin ‘seems to be. one of the most 
horeaisss hat ae have written in’ this vein fi Eo 


sane people who ‘have relished what they regerd as ‘your: 

missionaries would turn on you’ and charge you of. being Lty. 

heresies and of the same indifferentisd Which they cherge on 
eS: ag would be ee ee Se 
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tor of the Presbyterian 


Is There Nothing Wrong With Our Church? 

To reat and to hear meny statements made by honored leaders of the 
Presbyterian Church, including our Moderator, the emphatic answer is "NO", 
As a humble Christian and minister of the church who through knowledge 
end faith believes in the doctrines as set forth in the Westminster Con- 
fession; nemely: the full inspiration of the Scriptures as God's Word, 
the Person and Work of thé Lord Jesus Christ, including His Virgin Birth, 
Miracles, substrtiutionary death, and bodily resurrection, I would that I 
might say "Aye and Amen, all is well" but I know all is not weil. 

Mey I humbly state an experience or two of my own, In my Presbytery 
young men have come before that body to read their papers on their beliefs 
for licensure or ordination and belittle and deny or set forth in such a 
vague way the basic Christian doctrines that | chee ane enough they do 
not accept the standards of our church in the sense that they have always 
been accepted, Such men are elwsys passed even though there is a dissent- 
ing voice or two, Some time ago my church had the services of a person 
attending one of our schools, and a group of young people were under this 
person's cere for young peoples meeting and §.S. After six months or so 
under this persons charge I went among them and they boldly told me that 
they"no longer bagi in God", In spite of the fact that a number of them 
had previously made a profession of faith hes Christ they now are infidels, 
and to this day I have not been able to reclaim one of that group, I took 
this young teacher aside and asked for a statement of what Christianity 
meant, This is the answer this person gave."When I see the beauty of the 
sunset ond good in people I believe there must be some kind of a God." 
Christ, Salvation, Sin were unknown to this person, No wonder these young 


people today are infidels, toughs, who can't be touched by the church, 


So I could go on but do not like to recall such things, My heart 


( 

Aes been crushed more than once by the effects of Modernism upon the. + 
lives of those I have labored with and have seeago the way of the lost, 
I hate trouble, I despise dissention, But when two forces, so utterly 
opposed are at work in our church, I must, God helping me, lift my 
voice against the force which is destroying faith and daily sending 


its quota of souls to pverdition, 


Please do not use my name with the article should you choose to . 
publish it in The Presbyterian, I kindly ask this since I know it would 
create trouble for me at once, Not that these things are not true, but 
because I stand practically alone against the signers of the Auburn 
Affirmation in my Presbytery, I count it a privilege to labor here, 
and should I finally be thrust out of the ministry in the Presbyterian-- 
church because I love and believe in true Presbyterianism, I will gladly 


suffer even as my Lord and Saviour, 


Ss. 


Fo , 


(Lb rr Me 


